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This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not intended, nor should it be used, as a local planning document by
potentially affected communities. The exploration, development and production, and transportation scenarios
described in this EIS represent best-estimate assumptions that serve as a basis for identifying characteristic
activities and any resulting environmental effects. Several years will elapse before enough is known about
potential local details of development to permit estimates suitable for local planning. These assumptions do not
represent a Minerals Management Service recommendation, preference, or endorsement of any facility, site, or
development plan. Local control of events may be exercised through planning, zoning, land ownership, and
applicable State and local laws and regulations.

With reference to the extent of the Federal Government’s jurisdiction of the offshore regions, the United States has
not yet resolved some of its offshore boundaries with neighboring jurisdictions. For the purposes of the EIS,
certain assumptions were made about the extent of areas believed subject to United States’ jurisdiction. The
offshore-boundary lines shown in the figures and graphics of this EIS are for purposes of illustration only; they do
not necessarily reflect the position or views of the United States with respect to the location of international
boundaries, convention lines, or the offshore boundaries between the United States and coastal states concerned.
The United States expressly reserves its rights, and those of its nationals, in all areas in which the offshore-
boundary dispute has not been resolved; and these illustrative lines are used without prejudice to such rights.
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Abstract: This environmental impact statement (EIS) assesses three lease sales in the Proposed Final
2002-2007 5-Year Oil and Gas Leasing Program for the Beaufort Sea OCS Planning Area. Sale 186 is
scheduled for 2003; Sale 195 for 2005; and Sale 202 for 2007. The proposed sales include consideration of
1,877 whole or partial lease blocks in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area, covering about 9.8 million acres
(3.95 million hectares).

The area considered for the proposed action (Alternative I) is located seaward of the State of Alaska
submerged lands boundary, extending from 3 miles to approximately 60 miles offshore and to water depths
more than 600 feet, from the Canadian Border on the east, to Barrow, Alaska on the west. For each
alternative, the EIS evaluates the effects to the human, physical, and biological resources from routine
activities and from the unlikely chance of a large oil spill. Other alternatives include Alternative II (No
Lease Sale), which means cancellation of the sale, and four deferral Alternatives (III through VI), which
would eliminate various subareas from leasing. A cumulative-effects analysis evaluates the environmental
effects of the proposed action with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future OCS lease sales, as well
as non-OCS activities.

Five standard lease Stipulations and 16 standard Information to Lessee (ITL) clauses are evaluated as part
of the proposed action. The EIS also evaluates optional stipulations and ITL’s.
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The 2003 Beaufort Sea Multiple-Sale EIS
What it Includes and How It’s Structured

Overview and General Information

These two pages provide a quick overview of what is in this draft environmental impact statement (EIS)
and how it is structured. Because the draft EIS is somewhat complicated, we in the Minerals Management
Service (MMS) urge you to read this first.

In April 2002, the Secretary of the Interior issued a Proposed Final 5-Year Offshore Oil and Gas Leasing
Program for 2002-2007. It includes three lease sales on the Beaufort Sea outer continental shelfl] Sale 186
scheduled in 2003, Sale 195 in 2005 and Sale 202 in 2007. This multiple-sale EIS assesses environmental
effects of these sales, all three of which consider for leasing the same geographical area in the Beaufort Sea
(from near the City of Barrow to the Canadian border). As MMS begins preparations for each of the latter
two sales, we will do an Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine if the EIS is still adequate or if a
supplemental EIS is needed. Those EA’s will be available for public review and comment.

The MMS has successfully used offshore multiple-sale EIS’s in the Gulf of Mexico Region. Such an
approach is encouraged by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). It avoids publication of nearly
duplicate documents and staff “burnout” in local, State, and Federal reviewing agencies and saves MMS
staff and financial resources. It also focuses readers on the key environmental issues that are very similar
for each sale.

Traditional knowledge information and observations appear throughout the EIS, along with those of
Western science.

We have attempted to use and cite the latest and best information available in this EIS. When information
in the literature was limited, authors used their best professional judgment in describing effects. If you

have any suggestions about the format and writing style, we hope you include them in your comments. If
you feel any critical references were omitted, please describe them as specifically as possible. Thank you.

This draft EIS is available in paper copy and as a CD/ROM. The CD/ROM is convenient to use, has
numerous hyperlinks, and saves substantially on paper, printing, and postage costs.

Executive Summary: This sets out the geographic scope and context of the proposed sales and then
summarizes the issues raised in written and oral scoping comments. We introduce the concept of
infrastructure/water depth zones and lay out the development scenarios we created for purposes of analysis
for each sale in each zone. We describe three groups of effects of the proposal (Alternative I) for each sale:
effects from routine permitted activities, effects from an unlikely large oil spill, and cumulative effects.

The Executive Summary then summarizes the effects of No Action (Alternative II) and the effects of the
four deferral alternatives: the Barrow, Nuigsut, and Kaktovik Subsistence Whaling Deferrals and the
Eastern Deferral (Alternatives I1I-VI). Finally, we touch on the mitigating measures and a context for
considering alternatives and mitigating measures.

Section I Purpose and Background of the Proposed Actions: This section gives fairly conventional
treatment to the purpose, need, and description of the proposed actions for the three sales in addition to the
legal mandates and a summary of the results of the scoping process.

We then describe the six alternatives, the sale proposal, no action, and four deferrals, all of which are the
same for the three sales. Next is our rationale for “scoping out” other recommended deferrals. We then list
the mitigation measures (both the Stipulations and Information to Lessees [ITL clauses]) and summarize
information on Indian Trust Resources and Environmental Justice. The section ends with a description of
the NEPA process for the three sales and our attempt to keep the EIS as concise as possible.

Section II Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action: We start with a detailed description of our
analytical approach to assessing the hydrocarbon-resource potential of the Beaufort Sea and the



development scenarios of offshore operational activities that we create and use to estimate environmental
effects. We introduce the “opportunity index” to describe the risk-weighted probability of discovering and
developing an economic field in particular areas of the Beaufort Sea.

We then describe in detail each of the 6 alternatives and each of the 5 standard and 3 additional stipulations
and 16 standard and 1 additional ITL clause.

Section III Description of the Affected Environment: This is a fairly standard description of the
physical characteristics, biological resources and social systems.

Section IV— Environmental Consequences: This is the heart of the EIS. We begin with detailed
information on all the basic assumptions used in our assessment of effects. Then, we describe the positive
and negatives effects of taking no action (Alternative II). The bulk of the analysis of effects in this section
is grouped by the 16 resource categories that we address:

e Water Quality

e Lower Trophic-Level Organisms

e Fishes

*  Essential Fish Habitat

e  Endangered and Threatened Species

e  Marine and Coastal Birds

e Marine Mammals

e Terrestrial Mammals

e Vegetation and Wetlands

*  Economy

e Subsistence-Harvest Patterns

e Sociocultural Systems

*  Archaeological Resources

¢ Land Use Plans and Coastal Management

e Air Quality

e Environmental Justice

Under most all of the above categories, we first present the general effects of noise, disturbance, etc. from
permitted activities and then the general effects of oil spills and the effects of an unlikely large spill with
associated cleanup activities. We then analyze the effects on the particular resource category of each
alternative, with subheadings for each sale. We treat a few categories, such as Economy and
Environmental Justice, somewhat differently.

We end the section with analysis of a variety of topics required by NEPA, the effects of natural gas
development and production, and the effects to resources from a very large, but extremely unlikely,
blowout oil spill.

Section IV Cumulative Effects: This section presents the conceptual approach used in analyzing
cumulative effects, then details the past, present and reasonably foreseeable future activities that contribute
to cumulative effects. The bulk of the analysis is cumulative effects by resource. We assess sequentially
the cumulative effects on the 16 previously-mentioned resource categories and end each subsection with a
concluding statement of the contribution that the proposal for Sale 186 makes to the cumulative effects.

Section VI Consultation and Coordination: Here we include organizations and/or individuals with
whom we consulted, who provided written or oral scoping comments, or are on our mailing list. We also
include a list of contributing authors and support staff.

Section VII Review and Analysis of Comments Received: This section provides copies of the comments
we received by letter, email, or as testimony at the hearings. We have assigned a number to each letter
(L-0001 to L-0040) and assigned the name to each public hearing (i.e. PH Barrow or PH Kaktovik).

Within each letter and pubic hearing we have identified the comments requiring a response with another
three digit number. The combination of both these numbers (L-0020.001 or PH Barrow.001) provides a
unique identifier for each comment and response. The responses to comments for each letter or public
hearing are provided immediately after the letter or hearing. E-mails tend to be repetitive and contain
comments previously answered either within the letter or public hearing comments; consequently, we have



included representative examples of e-mails received. E-mails are numbered with an E followed by the
sequence in which it was received at the Alaska Region Website (E-2301).

Appendices: These include technical information on oil spills, resource estimates, the Endangered Species
Act, other applicable laws and regulations, and the scoping report.
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Executive Summary: Beaufort Sea Multiple Sale
Environmental Impact Statement for Sales 186, 195,
and 202

ES.1.a Introduction and Background

This environmental impact statement (EIS) assesses three lease sales in the Proposed Final 2002-2007 5-Year
Oil and Gas Leasing Program for the Beaufort Sea OCS Planning Area. Sale 186 is scheduled for 2003; Sale
195 for 2005; and Sale 202 for 2007. Federal regulations (40 CFR 1502.4) suggest analyzing similar sales in a
single EIS. The proposal for each sale is to offer 1,877 whole or partial lease blocks inllh_gjfufort Sea

Map 1

Planning Area, covering about 9.8 million acres (3.95 million hectares) for leasing (see . The proposed
sale area is seaward (up to 60 miles offshore) of the State of Alaska submerged lands boundary in the Beaufort
Sea. It extends from the Canadian Border on the east to near Barrow, Alaska on the west. Although the water
depths may exceed 600 feet, most, if not all, exploration and development activities that may occur likely would
take place in water depths less than 125 feet. For purposes of analysis, the MMS assumes that 460 million
barrels of oil could be discovered and produced for each sale, based on an estimated range of 340-570 million
barrels per sale. Only a small percentage of the blocks available for lease under the proposed action for Sales
186, 195, and 202 likely would be leased. Of the blocks that would be leased, only a portion would be drilled.
Of these, only a very small poﬁfi 1f ?1y, likely would result in production. At this time, gas is not considered
economically recoverable. Seef Map 17 }»Historical Sales, Areas Previously Offered in Beaufort Lease Sales;
and Historical Sales, Blocks Leased in Previous Beaufort Sales.

ES.1.b Scoping

Scoping is the ongoing public process to identify issues to be analyzed in depth in the EIS. Public scoping
meetings were held in Barrow, Kaktovik, Nuigsut, and Anchorage. We received both oral and written
comments from a number of constituents. Respondents include affected local, tribal, State and Federal
agencies, the petroleum industry, Native groups, environmental and public interest groups, and concerned
individuals. The input we received from these sources aided us in identifying significant issues, possible
alternatives, and potential mitigating measures. As part of our local scoping process, we held a government-to-
government dialog with Native groups, both in formal agency meetings and in the open public forum.
Traditional Knowledge, Environmental Justice, Indian Trust Resources, and Government-to-Government
Coordination are addressed in this EIS.

The MMS identified the following major issues from the scoping comments:

ExSum-1
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¢ habitat disturbances and alterations, including discharges and noise

e disturbance to bowhead whale-migration patterns from resulting activities

»  protection of subsistence resources and the Inupiat culture and way of life

» effects from accidental oil spills

e incorporation of traditional knowledge in the EIS and its use in decisionmaking

* cumulative effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities on the people and
environment of Alaska’s North Slope

¢ development of a single EIS for each proposed lease sale, rather than one multiple-sale EIS covering all
proposed lease sales, is favored by the NSB

ES.1.c Infrastructure/Water-Depth Zones

For purposes of analysis, the MMS has divided the Beaufort Sea Planning Area into three zones. These zones
are defined primarily by their proximity to existing North Slope infrastructure and secondarily by water depths.
Distance from existing infrastructure is a major economic factor. The farther away a project is located from
existing infrastructure, the higher the costs; therefore, a greater quantity of oil is needed to make the project
economic. Water depths will influence the types of structures used for exploration and development. The
Near/Shallow Zone is located in the central Beaufort Sea (offshore Prudhoe Bay) between the Canning River on
the east and Colville River on west in water depths less than 30 feet (about 10 meters) (see . The
Midrange/Medium Zone is farther away from development, extending from Barter Island in the east to Cape
Halkett in the west and in water depths between 30 and 100 feet (about 10-30 meters). The Far/Deepwater
Zone extends from the Canadian Border in the east to near Barrow in the west, and water depths may exceed
600 feet (200 meters), although we expect most development would take place in water depths less than 125
feet (35 meters) and within 25 miles from shore.

Past experience has shown that exploration and subsequent development likely will expand into areas that are
more remote and of higher cost after opportunities are largely exhausted in areas that are easily accessible. For
this reason, the development scenarios and associated analyses will change slightly with each sale. We assume
that with the holding of each sale, commercially recoverable resources will lie in deeper offshore water and/or
farther from existing infrastructure. However, no one can know, with any degree of certainty, how, when and if
development will actually evolve in the Beaufort Sea.

ES.1.d Development Scenarios for Each Sale

For Sale 186, the MMS estimates most leasing (70%) would take place in the Near Zone, 20% in the Midrange
Zone, and only 10% in the Far Zone. For purposes of analysis, we assume two potential developments in the
Near Zone and one in the Midrange Zone. For Sale 195, industry interest would broaden with 50% of the
leasing in the Near Zone, 30% in the Midrange Zone, and 20% in the Far Zone. We assume two potential
developments would occur, one in the Near Zone and one in the Midrange Zone. For Sale 202, industry interest
would move farther offshore and away from the central Beaufort Sea. We assume 40% of the leasing would
occur in the Near Zone, 30% in the Midrange Zone, and 30% in the Far Zone; we assume a single development
in the Far Zone. Although the scenarios prepared for this EIS assume a reasonable percentage of leasing and
one development in the Far Zone until Sale 202 leases, companies could bid on and be awarded leases in any of
the zones in any of the three sales. Moreover, the effects evaluated in this EIS that are attributed to any
particular zone or sale for the scenarios MMS developed could occur as a result of any lease sale, if they occur
at all.

ES.1.e Environmental Effects of the Proposal (Alternative 1) for
Sales 186, 195, and 202

Se for Beaufort Sea Multiple-Sale Deferral Alternatives.

ExSum-2
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ES.1.e(1) Effects from Routine Permitted Activities

If any of the lease sales are held and result in exploration and/or development, routine industrial activities
associated with oil exploration and development would generate some degree of disturbance, noise, and
discharges into the environment (see [Fable IV.A-4). The EIS found that no significant effects are anticipated
from routine permitted activities. Significance thresholds are defined in of the EIS.

Potential effects to water quality from any or all of the sales would be of short duration and localized to a few
square kilometers from the discharge site, but there likely would be no regional effects. Effects to lower
trophic-level organisms from increased turbidity from permitted construction activities would be local and short
term. Nearby benthic organisms would experience sublethal effects from permitted discharges of drilling muds
and cuttings over the life of the field. No measurable effect on fish populations (including incidental
anadromous species) would be likely. Although a few individual fish could be harmed or killed during
construction, most fish in the immediate area likely would avoid these activities and would be otherwise
unaffected. Effects on most overwintering fish are likely to be short term and sublethal, with no measurable
effect likely on overwintering fish populations. Effects to essential fish habitat potentially likely would be
greatest in the central Beaufort Sea onshore area, where the lakes and rivers in the area provide the best
freshwater (overwintering) habitat. Effects on prey to essential fish habitat likely would be localized, with low
population changes in abundance and distribution and for a short time. Ice-road construction, which uses some
freshwater, could have moderate to low effects to onshore freshwater habitat by removing up to 15% of an
overwintering waterbody. Removal of water from a lake or deep-water hole in a river potentially could reduce
survival of overwintering juvenile salmon.

The endangered bowhead whale may exhibit temporary avoidance behavior to seismic surveys, vessel and
aircraft activities, drilling, and construction, but overall effects to bowheads from disturbance and noise likely
would be temporary and nonlethal. Disturbance associated with construction activities of the threatened
spectacled and Steller’s eiders may cause decreased fitness or production of young. Eider mortality from
collisions with structures is not likely to be a significant effect. Frequent disturbance during the construction of
exploration or production facilities may cause decreased fitness or production of young to marine and coastal
birds. Bird mortality from collisions with structures is not likely to be a significant effect. Small numbers of
marine mammals (pinnipeds, polar bears, and beluga and gray whales) could be affected, with recovery
expected in about 1 year. Small numbers of terrestrial mammals (caribou, muskoxen, grizzly bears, and arctic
foxes) may be affected by construction activities, with recovery expected in 1 year. Caribou could be displaced
within 1-2 kilometers along the pipeline and roads, but this should not affect caribou migration and overall
distribution. Destruction of less than a few hundred acres of vegetation and wetlands from gravel mining,
construction of a landfall gravel pad, and onshore pipeline installation likely would occur, with effects
persisting for more than 10 years. Periodic disturbances could affect subsistence-harvest resources, but no
resource or harvest area likely would become unavailable, and no resource population likely would experience
an overall decrease.

Chronic disruptions to sociocultural systems likely would occur, but these disruptions are not likely to cause
permanent displacement of ongoing traditional activities of harvesting, sharing, and processing subsistence
resources. No “disproportionately high adverse effects” as defined by the Environmental Justice Executive
Order would likely occur from planned and permitted activities associated with any of the three proposed OCS
lease sales evaluated in this EIS. Disturbance of historic and prehistoric archaeological resources is possible,
but not likely, during exploration and development activities both onshore and offshore. However, terrestrial
and marine archaeological surveys should identify any potential resource prior to activities taking place, and
they can be avoided or their effects can be mitigated. Air quality effects likely would not cause ambient air
quality standards to be exceeded.

Based on the assumed discovery and development of 460 million barrels of oil, some economic benefits could
occur as a result of each lease sale: $15 million in revenue to the North Slope Borough, $190 million to the
State of Alaska, and $930 million to the Federal Government. An average of 800 jobs over 30 years could
occur, and if so, they would represent about $1.7 billion in total personal income for these workers. Alternative
I also likely would result in a longer lifespan for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System. No conflicts are anticipated
with the Statewide standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Plan or the enforceable policies of the North
Slope Borough.

ExSum-3
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ES.1.e(2) Effects in the Unlikely Event of a Large Oil Spill

Other effects from any or all of the sales are possible from unlikely events, such as a large, accidental oil spill.
The MMS’s estimated mean number of one or more spills greater than or equal to 1,000 barrels for any one of
the proposed sales is 0.11, and the most likely number of spills greater than or equal to 1,000 barrels is zero for
any of the proposed sales. The chance of one or more large spills greater than or equal to 1,000 barrels for each
of the three sales is 8-10%. For purposes of analysis, we assume one large spill of either 1,500 barrels (platform
spill) or 4,600 barrels (pipeline spill). In the unlikely event of such an oil spill, significant adverse effects could
occur to local water quality; common, spectacled, and Steller’s eiders; long-tailed ducks; subsistence harvests;
and sociocultural systems. However, the low probability of such an event, the likelihood that a spill will not
move into all portions of a given area, and the seasonal nature of the resources inhabiting the area, make it quite
unlikely that a large oil spill would occur and contact substantial portions of these resources. With regard to
seasonality, although spectacled eiders, long-tailed ducks, and common eiders are present on the North Slope
for only 3-5 months of the year, the potential exists for cumulative effects from contact in succeeding years if
all oil is not removed from the environment the first year.

Water quality could be affected by hydrocarbons from small spills, resulting in local, chronic hydrocarbon
contamination. In the unlikely event of a large spill, hydrocarbons could exceed the 1.5 parts per million acute
toxic criterion for water quality during the first day of a spill and the 0.015 parts per million chronic criterion
for about a month thereafter in a small bay. Such an oil spill could have lethal and sublethal effects on less than
1% of the plankton and lower trophic-level organisms in the coastal band of high production and (assuming a
winter spill) less than 5% of the epontic organisms in the landfast-ice zone. Recovery of plankton stock likely
would occur within a week (2 weeks in bays). A large spill likely would have lethal and sublethal effects on
less than 1% of the benthic invertebrates in shallow areas. Recovery likely would occur within a month (within
a year where water circulation is significantly reduced).

We estimate less than a 0.5% chance of a large oil spill occurring and contacting nearshore Beaufort Sea fish
habitat, where fish tend to concentrate during the spring and summer to feed and move about. Oil spills are
likely to result in minor, short-term effects on relatively small numbers of fishes. A large oil spill probably
would pose some risk to essential fish habitat, and these effects would be considered moderate, because salmon
and salmon habitat would recover within one generation. One year of smolting salmon could be affected, and
salmon populations likely would recover. Effects on freshwater and marine habitats likely would be low. Some
bowhead whales likely would experience temporary, nonlethal effects, if a large oil spill occurred. The
probability of oil contacting whales likely would be considerably less than the probability of oil contacting
bowhead habitat. In the unlikely event a large spill occurred and contacted bowhead habitat during the fall
migration, some whales likely would be contacted by oil, and it is possible that a few could die as a result of the
contact. In the event of such a spill in the vicinity of spectacled eiders, mortality likely would be fewer than
100 individuals; however, any substantial loss (25+ individuals) would represent a significant effect. Recovery
from substantial mortality would not be expected to occur while the population exhibits a declining trend. Low
Steller’s eider mortality would be likely from a large oil spill in late spring or in early summer. Recovery of the
Alaska population from spill-related losses, however, would not occur while the regional population is
declining. In the unlikely event of a large oil spill, mortality to marine and coastal birds likely would reflect
local population size and vulnerability determined by seasonal habitat use and the stage of annual cycle at the
time of contact (for example, molting versus nonmolting). Depending on the completeness of oil cleanup, the
risk of contact may extend to future seasons when vulnerable birds are present. Long-tailed duck mortality
likely would exceed 1,000 individuals, while that of other common species, such as king eider, common eider,
and scoters, likely would be in the low hundreds. For loon species, mortality likely would be fewer than 25
individuals each. During migration periods, potentially much greater mortality could occur as new migrants
enter the spill area.

A large oil spill, even though unlikely, could result in the loss (lower reproductive rates or death of individual
animals) of small numbers of marine mammals (seals, walruses, polar bears, and beluga and gray whales),
perhaps 100-200 ringed seals but probably fewer than 10-20 spotted seals, 30-50 bearded seals, fewer than 100
walruses, 6-10 polar bears, and fewer than 10 beluga and gray whales, with populations likely recovering within
about 1 year. For terrestrial mammals, such a spill during the same period that the animals used the coastal
waters or nearshore areas, would likely result in the loss of no more than a small number of caribou (a few
hundred), fewer than 10 individual muskoxen, grizzly bears, and arctic foxes, with recovery estimated to occur

ExSum-4
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within about 1 year. A large oil spill and spill-cleanup activities could affect a few acres of vegetation and
wetlands for more than 10 years.

A large oil spill likely would affect the local economy and create additional employment of 60-190 jobs for up
to 6 months. In the unlikely event that a large oil spill occurred and contaminated essential whaling areas,
major (significant) effects could occur with impacts from shoreline contamination, tainting concerns, cleanup
disturbance, and disruption of subsistence-harvest practices and the sociocultural systems. Oil-spill cleanup
could increase these effects. Cleanup disturbances could displace subsistence species, alter or reduce
subsistence-hunter access to these species and, therefore, alter or extend the normal subsistence hunt. The
effects of a large oil spill to air quality would be a small local and temporary increase in the concentration of
gaseous hydrocarbons due to evaporation of the spill. The concentrations of criteria pollutants likely would
remain well within Federal air quality standards. Oil-spill-cleanup activities also could disturb archaeological
sites. Because large oil spills are unlikely events, no adverse effects are anticipated to the Statewide standards
of the Alaska Coastal Management Plan or the enforceable policies of the North Slope Borough.

ES.1.e(3) Cumulative Effects

The MMS does not expect any significant cumulative impacts to result from any of the routine activities
associated with Alternative I for Sale 186. For the cumulative analysis in this EIS, effects of the other
alternatives for Sale 186, if chosen, and for Alternative I for Sales 195 and 202 and the other action alternatives,
would be essentially the same as those for Alternative I for Sale 186. This is because in the cumulative effects
analysis, we assess the estimated contribution of Alternative I for Sale 186 to the estimated combined effects of
all the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that are likely to affect the same resources likely be
affected by Sale 186. The differences in effects among the proposed sales and their alternatives are so small,
that we cannot reliably distinguish measurable differences relative to the combined estimated effects in the
cumulative effects analysis. Another reason we cannot reliably distinguish measurable differences is due to the
inherent uncertainty involved in estimating the combined effects of the potential future activities.

If the activities associated with scenarios developed for Alternative I for Sale 186 occurred, we estimate that
they would contribute about 9% of the offshore cumulative effects in the Beaufort Sea from oil exploration and
development and about 2% of the combined cumulative onshore and offshore effects. In the unlikely event of a
large offshore oil spill, some significant cumulative effects could occur, such as adverse effects to common and
spectacled eiders, long-tailed ducks, subsistence resources, sociocultural systems, and local water quality.
However, the low probability of such an event, the likelihood that a spill would not move into all parts of a
given area, and the seasonal nature of the resources inhabiting the area, make it unlikely that a large oil spill
would occur and contact substantial portions of these resources. Although spectacled eiders, long-tailed ducks,
and common eiders are present on the North Slope for only 3-5 months out of the year, the potential exists for
cumulative effects from contact in succeeding years if all oil is not removed from the environment the first year.
A resource may be present in the area but would not necessarily be contacted by a spill that covered only part of
the area. A large oil spill, however unlikely, could affect the availability of bowhead whales, or the resource
might be considered tainted and unusable as a food source. The potential for adverse effects to some key
resources (bowhead whales, subsistence-harvest patterns, polar bears, eiders, and caribou) from such a large
spill are of concern and warrant continued close attention.

ES.1.e(4) Agency-Preferred Alternative

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act Council on Environmental Quality regulations, the MMS
has identified a preferred alternative for this final EIS. The agency-preferred alternative is Alternative I, along
with the standard stipulations and ITL clauses, plus three optional mitigating measures: Stipulation 7 - Pre-
Booming Requirements for Fuel Transfers; Stipulation No. 8 - Lighting of Structures to Minimize Effects to
Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders; and ITL No. 17 - Information to Lessees on Archaeological and Geological
Hazards Reports.

We do not provide a separate evaluation of this alternative, because it would repeat the entire analysis provided
for Alternative I (See|Section IV.(J of the EIS). The effects of the agency-preferred alternative essentially are
the same as those noted for Alternative I with some additional protection to bowhead whales, subsistence-
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whaling activities, eiders, and archaecological resources. Also, the protections provided by the agency-preferred
alternative would be about the same as those provided by selection of all four of the deferral alternatives.

ES.1.f Effects of Alternatives Il through VI

In addition to Alternative II - No Lease Sale, four deferral alternatives were identified during the scoping
process for analysis in the EIS. These action alternatives are evaluated as options for each of the three proposed
sales (186, 195, and 202). Although Alternatives III through VI provide limited additional protection to
resources that could be affected by oil and gas activity in the deferral areas, the deferrals do not change the
estimated significant adverse effects identified in[Section ES.T.q of this Executive Summary for any of the three
sales.

Alternative II (No Lease Sale) equals cancellation of the sale. Several individuals suggested this alternative
during scoping. Neither the estimated possible oil production nor the potential environmental effects resulting
from the proposed actions for Sales 186, 195, or 202 would occur. While this alternative would provide
protection to the environmental resources in the Federal offshore area of the Beaufort Sea, the environmental
impacts from a global perspective likely would not be decreased. Most of the oil that would not be produced in
the U.S. if Alternative II were selected instead would be imported to the U.S. in foreign tankers. Assuming that
the amount of oil resources used in the U.S. continues at current rates, oil production in foreign countries would
be increased; therefore, the environmental consequences described under Alternative I would not occur, but the
production and transportation of the replacement oil would cause environmental consequences elsewhere. From
a global perspective, selection of Alternative II (No Lease Sale), would be a decision for the U.S. to export
these environmental effects. This same transfer of environmental consequences holds true for any oil not
produced if any of the other deferral alternatives are chosen.

Also, the U.S. would suffer a substantial loss of economic benefits if Alternative II were selected. For Sale 186,
Alternative II would result in a loss of about $15 million in revenue to the North Slope Borough, $190 million
to the State of Alaska, and $930 million to the Federal Government. An average of about 800 jobs over 30
years would be lost, representing a total of about $1.7 billion of total personal income for these workers.
Alternative II (No Action) also likely would result in a shorter lifespan for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System.
The economic losses if Sale 195 and 202 are not held would be similar.

Alternative III - Barrow Subsistence Whaling Deferral would defer offering 26 whole or partial blocks located
in the western part of the U.S. Beaufort Sea, with 1,851 whole or partial blocks (about 9.6 million acres)
remaining available for leasing. This alternative was developed in response to issues raised by Barrow residents
and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission concerning reduction of potential adverse effects to subsistence
whaling activities near Barrow. The aerial extent of the potential deferral is based, in part, on data provided by
the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission and is designed to add protection for subsistence-whaling areas in the
vicinity where most whale strikes have occurred near Barrow over the past decade. Deferring this area for any
of the three lease sales would provide limited additional protection to all the resources in the area, but the
overall effects likely would be essentially the same as Alternative I. Deferring these blocks from any lease sale
could reduce effects on subsistence resources, particularly the bowhead whale hunt in the vicinity of Barrow.
This deferral also would reduce, by about 1%, the opportunity of discovering and developing an economic oil
field from the lease sale.

Alternative IV - Nuigsut Subsistence Whaling Deferral would defer offering 30 whole or partial blocks located
offshore of Nuiqgsut, with 1,847 whole or partial blocks (about 9.6 million acres) remaining available for
leasing. This alternative was developed in response to issues raised by Nuigsut residents and the Alaska
Eskimo Whaling Commission concerning reduction of potential impacts to subsistence whaling activities near
Cross Island, which is the base for most Nuigsut whale-hunting activities. It is based, in part, on data provided
by the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission and is designed to provide additional protection for subsistence-
whaling areas in the vicinity where most whale strikes have occurred near Nuigsut over the past decade.
Deferring this area from any of the three proposed lease sales would provide limited additional protection to all
the resources in the area, but the overall effects likely would be essentially the same as Alternative I. Deferring
these blocks from any lease sale could reduce effects on subsistence resources, particularly the bowhead whale
hunt in the vicinity of Cross Island. This deferral also would reduce, by about 5%, the opportunity of
discovering and developing an economic oil field from the lease sale.
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Alternative V - Kaktovik Subsistence Whaling Deferral would defer offering 28 whole or partial blocks located
offshore of Kaktovik, with 1,849 whole or partial blocks (about 9.7 million acres) remaining available for lease
under this alternative. This alternative was suggested by and based on data provided by the Alaska Eskimo
Whaling Commission to protect subsistence-whaling areas in the vicinity where most whale strikes have
occurred near Kaktovik over the past decade. Deferring this area from any of the three proposed lease sales
would provide additional limited protection to all the resources in the area, but the overall effects likely would
be essentially the same as Alternative I. Deferring these blocks from any lease sale could reduce effects on
subsistence resources, particularly the bowhead whale in the vicinity of Kaktovik. This deferral also would
reduce, by about 3%, the opportunity of discovering and developing an economic oil field from the lease sale.

Alternative VI - Eastern Deferral would defer offering 60 whole or partial blocks located east of Kaktovik, with
1,817 whole or partial blocks (about 9.6 million acres) remaining available for leasing. This area was suggested
during scoping as an important bowhead whale-feeding area. However, a recent study of bowhead whale
feeding in this area does not confirm this suggestion.

Deferring this area from any of the three proposed lease sales would provide limited additional protection to all
the resources in the area, but the overall effects likely would be essentially the same as Alternative I. Deferring
these blocks from any lease sale could reduce some effects on subsistence resources. This deferral also would
reduce, by about 3%, the opportunity of discovering and developing an economic oil field from the lease sale.

The scenarios for all alternatives, except the No Lease Sale alternative, for Sales 186 and 195 assume
development would occur in the Near and Midrange zones. The same level of activity likely would occur
regardless of the alternatives evaluated. The MMS analysts identified a benefit to subsistence-harvest patterns
and sociocultural systems in selecting Alternatives 111, V, and VI for Sale 202, because the scenario assumes
exploration and development activity would be expected in the Far Zone. Selecting Alternative IV provides
similar benefits to subsistence-harvest patterns and sociocultural systems for all three sales. However, these
observed differences do not equate to significant differences of effects among alternatives or among sales.
Likewise, although the effects of Alternatives III, V, and VI for Sales 186 and 195 do show observed
differences, they do not equate to significant differences of effects.

If the Secretary of the Interior decides to proceed with each of the sales (186, 195, and 202), by not choosing
Alternative II - No Lease Sale, the Secretary may choose one, all, some combination, or part of the deferral
options to comprise the final Notice for Sale 186. The Secretary will have the full suite of options available for
Sales 195 and 202 when those decisions are made in 2005 and 2007, respectively. The Secretary may choose
the same options selected for Sale 186 or different options.

ES.1.g Mitigating Measures

Five standard lease stipulations are evaluated as part of all the alternatives for all three proposed lease sales.
These stipulations are:

Stipulation 1 - Protection of Biological Resources

Stipulation 2 - Orientation Program

Stipulation 3 - Transportation of Hydrocarbons

Stipulation 4 - Industry Site-Specific Bowhead Whale-Monitoring Program; and

Stipulation 5 - Subsistence Whaling and Other Subsistence-Harvesting Activities.

We have included these stipulations in previous Beaufort Sea lease sales. Combined, these stipulations help
lower the potential adverse effects of any proposed lease sale and help protect subsistence-harvest activities and
sociocultural systems. Adoption of these measures would be a positive action under Environmental Justice.
Stipulations 1 and 5 have been modified, but only slightly, from the version adopted for Sale 170. The list of
blocks in Stipulation 4 has been updated.

Previous Stipulation 6 has been divided into two parts and two additional stipulations are evaluated in this EIS.

Stipulation 6 - Permanent Facility Siting in the Vicinity of Cross Island. Stipulation 6a would prohibit the
siting of permanent oil- and gas-development facilities within a 10-mile radius seaward of Cross Island, a
subsistence-whaling area used by the Native community of Nuigsut, unless the lessee demonstrates to the
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satisfaction of the Regional Director, in consultation with the North Slope Borough and the Alaska Eskimo
Whale Commission, that the development will not preclude reasonable access to subsistence bowhead whales.
Stipulation 6b is identical, except that it is applied to the area shoreward of Cross Island. The stipulation is
designed to eliminate or reduce potential disturbance to subsistence activities. Stipulation 6a would provide
some reduction in potential effects to subsistence-harvest patterns and sociocultural systems to the community
of Nuigsut. The primary subsistence-whaling area used by Nuigsut is seaward of the barrier islands.
Stipulation 6b would not lower the effects to any resource categories in a measurable way. Stipulation 6a could
be as effective in lower impacts as selecting Alternative IV - Nuiqsut Subsistence Whaling Deferral.

Stipulation 7 - Pre-Booming Requirements for Fuel Transfers would lower the potential effects to
subsistence resources and sociocultural systems by providing additional protection to the bowhead whale from
potential fuel spills that may occur just prior to or during the bowhead whale-migration period. This stipulation
would be an added caution to further reduce the chance of any fuel contacting a bowhead whale.

Stipulation No. 8 - Lighting of Structures to Minimize Effects to Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders. The
Biological Opinion for Sale 186 issued by the Fish and Wildlife Service on October 23, 2002, specifies a
reasonable and prudent measure necessary and appropriate to minimize potential adverse impacts to this
species. To be exempt from the prohibitions of Section 9 of the Act, MMS must comply with the terms and
conditions identified in the Biological Opinion. This stipulation requires all structures to be lighted and/or
marked to improve visibility to migrating spectacled and Steller’s eider, the minimization of outward radiating
light, and the reporting of any injured or killed spectacled or Steller’s eider. The MMS and the Fish and
Wildlife Service cooperatively will develop lighting requirements and identify where, when, and on what type
of structures the requirements should be applied. Specific lighting requirements will be developed by April 1,
2004, at which time the MMS will issue these requirements. The lighting requirements do not apply between
October 31 and May 1 of each year, when eiders are not likely to be present.

A lighting strategy will be jointly developed by the MMS and the Fish and Wildlife Service using available
information on bird avoidance measures. This strategy will be modified, as appropriate, if significant new
information on bird avoidance measures becomes available during activities covered by this consultation.
Modification will be developed jointly by the MMS and the Fish and Wildlife Service.

For each of the three sales, 16 standard ITL clauses are evaluated as part of all the alternatives. We have
included these ITL clauses in previous Beaufort Sea lease sales, and they were evaluated as part of all action
alternatives for all three proposed sales. These ITL clauses provide useful information about other Federal and
State rules and regulations that help lower environmental impacts for all three proposed sales. Several ITL
clauses that had been adopted in previous sales were not included, because they provided outdated information
or they have been superseded by other regulations.

An optional ITL clause, No. 17 - Information to Lessees on Archaeology and Geological Hazards Reports and
Surveys, lists the particular blocks where lessees will be required to perform surveys and prepare archaeological
reports for exploration and development plans. The ITL clause informs the lessee that the shallow-hazards
reports, as required in 30 CFR 250.203(b)(1)(ix), and the archaeology report, as required in 30 CFR 250.194 for

the blocks listed, are required to be submitted with exploration or development and production plans. This ITL
clause is described in Bection II.H.4 pf the EIS.

ES.1.h Use of the “Opportunity Index” in Considering
Alternatives and Mitigating Measures

The locations of future commercial offshore fields that are undiscovered at present are impossible to predict
without exploration drilling. Petroleum-assessment models statistically analyze the geology and engineering
characteristics of the area to determine the total resource volume that is expected to be economically viable to
produce if discovered. While these total resource estimates are valid on a regional scale, they cannot be
subdivided into smaller fractions and still be meaningful as real volumes of oil. However, a risk-weighting
method can be used to define the chance that the resource volume will occur in a particular subarea.

We use the term “opportunity index” to describe that risk-weighted probability. To understand the index,
suppose for example, that an OCS area contained a total of 500 million barrels of economically recoverable oil
in any of five prospects. Also suppose that each prospect is the same size and equally likely to contain
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recoverable oil. The risk-weighted volume assigned to each prospect would be 100 million barrels. The
opportunity index assigned to each prospect would be 20%. This means that there is a 20% chance (or 1-in-5
chance) that 500 million barrels could be discovered in any single prospect, but the others would be dry. Ifa
deferral option removed two of the five prospects, we would not subtract 200 million barrels from the total but
would lose 40% of the opportunity to discover the 500 million barrels.

The opportunity index is defined by outputs from geologic and economic assessment models based on currently
available data. These models assume that leasing, exploration, and development are unrestricted by regulations
or industry funding. In reality, access to untested tracts and exploration budgets are key determinants of the
level of industry interest in an area. Oil prices and Government regulations also are key determinants. Low oil
prices and overly restrictive regulations could lessen industry interest in an area despite its high geologic
potential. Future oil prices are difficult to foresee, and future corporate strategies for leasing are impossible to
accurately predict. We can base our analysis of resource potential only on past leasing trends and petroleum
assessments using current data. Each company may have a very different perspective of the development
potential of a frontier area such as the Beaufort Sea. The key concept is that industry will only bid on tracts that
they believe have some chance of becoming viable oil fields.

Notwithstanding the value of the opportunity index in understanding how to think about the likelihood of
finding oil and gas resources, we caution the reader to exercise care in drawing conclusions about the
opportunity index in relation to the aforementioned Alternatives III through VI.

Citation

Richardson, J.W., and D.H. Thomson. 2002. Email dated April 25 to S. Treacy, USDOI, MMS, Alaska OCS
Region; subject: results of the bowhead whale feeding study.
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. Purpose and Background of the Proposed
Actions

lLA. Purpose, Need, and Description

The purpose of the proposed Federal actions addressed in this Environmental Impact Statement (ELS) is to
offer for lease, in three separate sales, areas on the Beaufort Sea Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) that might
contain economically recoverable oil and gas resources. This EIS is the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) analysis for the first proposed sale enabling the Minerals Management Service (MMS) to
conduct the sale-decision process. For efficiency, and consistent with Executive Order 13212 of May 18,
2001, to expedite energy-related projects, this EIS also will be used as the primary NEPA analysis for the
second and third sales. However, separate sale-decision processes will be conducted on each of those sales
at later dates. The President’s National Energy Policy recommends the continuation of OCS oil and gas
leasing on a predictable schedule. Domestic energy production is not expected to rise enough to meet all of
the Nation’s demand, but an increased domestic energy supply will reduce foreign imports and provide jobs
within the United States.

These Federal actions will provide qualified bidders the opportunity to bid on certain blocks in the Beaufort
Sea to gain conditional rights to explore, develop, and produce oil and natural gas. The three proposed
Federal actions addressed in this EIS are for Alaska Region Beaufort Sea Sales 186, 195, and 202 that are
scheduled in the OCS oil- and gas-leasing program for 2002-2007. This EIS is the sole NEPA analysis for
Sale 186 and the primary NEPA analysis for Sales 195 and 202. It analyzes the potential environmental
impacts in each of the sales, including estimated exploration and development and production activities, on
the physical, biological, and human environments.

The OCS Lands Act of 1953 (67 Stat. 462), as amended (43 United States Code [U.S.C.] et seq. (1994)),
established Federal jurisdiction over submerged lands on the OCS seaward of the State boundaries. Under
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the OCS Lands Act, the U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI) is required to manage the leasing,
exploration, development, and production of oil and gas resources on the Federal OCS. The OCS Lands
Act sets forth a number of findings and purposes with respect to managing OCS resources. Those
principles generally pertain to recognizing national energy needs and related circumstances and addressing
them by developing OCS oil and gas resources in a safe and efficient manner that provides for
environmental protection, fair and equitable returns to the public, State and local participation in policy and
planning decisions, and resolution of conflicts related to other ocean and coastal resources and uses.

The Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) oversees the OCS oil and gas program and is required to balance
orderly resource development with protection of the human, biological, and physical environments while
simultaneously ensuring that the public receives an equitable return for these resources and that free market
competition is maintained. Section 18 of the OCS Lands Act requires receipt of fair market value for OCS
oil and gas leases and the rights they convey. The Secretary is empowered to grant leases to the highest
qualified responsible bidder(s) on the basis of sealed competitive bids and to formulate such regulations as
necessary to carry out the provisions of the OCS Lands Act. The Secretary has designated the MMS as the
administrative agency responsible for the mineral leasing of submerged OCS lands and for the supervision
of offshore operations after leases are issued.

To date, seven lease sales have been held in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area since 1979 (see
Thirty exploration wells have been drilled (see[Map 17], and the MMS approved a development and
production plan for the Northstar Project, which straddles Alaska State and Federal waters. Northstar
began production on October 31, 2001. The MMS also received a development and production plan for the
Liberty Project, which is wholly located on the Federal OCS. A final EIS was written on the project and
published in May 2002. The applicant, BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc. (BPXA), announced that it has put the
project on the shelf, pending a re-evaluation of costs but has not as yet officially withdrawn its application,
although that may happen.

In the Proposed Final Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Program 2002-2007 (USDOI, MMS,
2002), the Secretary has scheduled to have three sales in the Alaska OCS Region’s Beaufort Sea Planning
Area. Sale 186 is scheduled to be held in 2003, Sale 195 in 2005, and Sale 202 in 2007. In keeping with
the 5-year program, the MMS has prepared a single EIS for all three Beaufort Sea sales. The proposed
actions analyzed in this EIS are for each of the three scheduled Beaufort Sea sales. Federal regulations
allow for several similar proposals to be analyzed in one EIS (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
1502.4). The resource estimates and scenario information on which this EIS analysis is based are presented
as a range of resources and activities that could be associated with each of the three sales. The EIS will be
used for decisions on Sale 186. The MMS will prepare an Environmental Assessment or supplemental EIS
for Sales 195 and 202. Formal consultation with the public will be initiated for these two sales to obtain
input to assist in the determination of whether or not the information and analyses in this EIS are still valid.
A sale-specific Information Request will be issued that specifically describes the action for which MMS is
requesting input. The sale process for Sale 186 will require a minimum of 2 years to complete. The sale
processes for Sales 195 and 202 will be somewhat shorter.

As noted earlier in this section, seven OCS lease sales have been held in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area
over the past 2 decades, resulting in the development of one joint State-Federal oil field (Northstar). To
encourage leasing and development, the MMS is considering incentives in the form of suspensions of
royalties for certain oil-production volumes from new leases. The scenarios generated for environmental
analysis in this EIS are optimistic compared to historical trends for two reasons: (1) optimistic
development scenarios ensure that the environmental analysis covers the potential effects at the high end of
possible petroleum activity levels, and (2) the scenarios also would cover an increase in activities that may
occur as a result of royalty-relief incentives if they are approved by the Secretary of the Interior. Without
incentives, the proposed OCS sales still could result in leasing and exploration. However, under these
conditions, we anticipate minimal industry interest in offshore development because of the marginal
economic viability of oil discoveries in difficult locations. With incentives, or with long-term oil prices of

el, offshore development activities are more likely to approach the levels shown in
| AL

On September 19, 2001 (pursuant to 30 CFR 256.23 and 40 CFR 1501.7), the Call for Information and
Nominations (Call) and Notice of Intent for Oil and Gas Lease Sales 186, 195, and 202 was published in
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the Federal Register (66 FR 48268). Nominations and comments on the Call and comments on the Notice
of Intent closed on November 5, 2001. The Call was published to gather preliminary information and
nominations from interested parties on oil and gas leasing, exploration, and development and production
within the proposed area. This provided an opportunity for the oil industry, governmental organizations,
tribal and local governments, environmental groups, the general public, and all other interested parties to
comment on areas of interest or special concern in the proposed lease-sale area. The comments received on
the Notice of Intent are discussed in Bection I.C - Results of the Scoping Process. |

The MMS Alaska Regional Director sent a memorandum to the Associate Director, Offshore Minerals
Management recommending the area to be analyzed in this EIS. The Area Identification (ID) formally
identified the location and extent of the area of study for the EIS. The decision document was sent to the
MMS Director on January 7, 2002, and the Area ID announcement for Lease Sale 186 (the first sale under
the proposed 5-year program for 2002-2007) was made on January 10, 2002, and included 1,877 whole or
partial blocks (about 9.7 million acres, or 3.9 million hectares). This area is located seaward of the State of
Alaska submerged-lands boundary and extends from 3 to approximately 25 miles offshore in water depths
ranging from approximately 25-120 feet (see After further analysis, the scoping report was revised
and a decision was made in May 2002 that identified the four alternatives and the mitigating measures to be
evaluated in this EIS.

Consistent with Section 102(2)(C) of the NEPA, this final EIS describes the proposed lease sales and the
natural and human environments, presented an analysis of potential adverse effects on these environments,
described potential mitigating measures to reduce the adverse effects of offshore leasing and development,
described alternatives to the proposed Federal actions, and presented a record of consultation and
coordination with others during EIS preparation. The draft EIS was filed with the Environmental
Protection Agency on June 17, 2002, and its availability was announced in the Federal Register (67 FR
42253). The MMS announced the availability of the draft EIS in the Federal Register (67 FR 41730) and
through other public media. The public had 90 days to review and comment on the draft EIS. Public
hearings were held after release of the draft EIS, and specific dates and locations for public hearings were
announced in the Federal Register (67 FR 41730). The MMS obtained oral and written comments at the
hearings from interested members of the public. After receipt and consideration of comments on the draft
EIS, the MMS determined the scope of this final EIS.

By regulation and law, the MMS is required to review and analyze the environmental effects of this
proposed leasing program. Through the scoping process, we asked for comments and concerns about this
proposed program. We have used this information to focus our analysis and to generate reasonable
alternatives for analysis. Through the remainder of the process, we will continue to solicit information and
suggestions.

We have responded to comments on this draft EIS, both written and oral, ir4 Section VII| This includes
letters, public hearings, government-to-government meetings, and from e-mails sent to the MMS e-mail
address.

The MMS has identified an agency preferred alternative to be Alternative I, including the standard
stipulations and ITL Clauses, plus three additional mitigating measures: Stipulation 7 - Pre-Booming
Requirements for Fuel Transfers; Stipulation No. 8 - Lighting of Structures to Minimize Effects to
Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders; and ITL No. 17 - Information to Lessees on Archaeological and Geological
Hazards Reports. Although we have identified an agency-preferred alternative, as required by NEPA
Council on Environmental Quality regulations, we will continue to maintain an open mind throughout the
final EIS comment period and decision process and we will continue to consider and evaluate comments
and all reasonable options.

I.B. List of Legal Mandates

The following list references legal mandates that affect Federal activities proposed on the OCS. These
statutes are Federal public laws enacted by Congress and are associated with proposed leasing, exploration,
development and production, or other activities that might significantly affect the OCS. This is not
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intended to be a comprehensive list of all the laws but rather to acquaint the reader with the law. Readers
should always consult the entire text of the laws for updated information and additional requirements.

Further information, explanations, or summaries of the following legal mandates and for other legal
requirements (executive orders, regulations, agreements, etc.) that directly or indirectly relate to the
Department of the Interior, MMS, and other Federal Agencies’ regulatory responsibilities for mineral
leasing, exploration, and development and production activities on leases located in the submerged lands of
the OCS located offshore Alaska may be found in fppendix E pf this EIS.

e Submerged Lands Act of 1953 (43 U.S.C. § 1331 et seq.)

¢ Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act of 1953, as amended (43 U.S.C. § 1331 et seq.)

¢ National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.), and the Council
on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR parts 1500 through 1508)

e Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980 (16 U.S.C. § 3101 et seq.)

¢ Clean Air Act of 1970 and the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (42 U.S.C. § 740 et seq.)

*  Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, as amended (33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.), and the Clean
Water Act of 1977 (91 Stat. 1566)

*  Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 1451 et seq.), the Coastal Zone
Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 (P.L. No. 101-508), and the Coastal Zone Protection Act of
1996 (P.L. No. 104-150)

¢ Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975 (42 U.S.C. § 6213 et seq.)

¢ Export Administration Act of 1969 (50 App. U.S.C. 2405(d))

e Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 1361 et seq.)

e  Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 703-712)

¢ International Convention of the Prevention of Pollution from Ships and Marine Plastics

¢ Pollution Research and Control Act of 1988 (33 U.S.C. § 1901 et seq.)

e Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended (33 U.S.C. § 1401-1445 and 16
U.S.C.§ 1431-1445)

¢ National Fishing Enhancement Act of 1984 (33 U.S.C. § 2101 et seq.)

e Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. § 1801 et seq.)

¢ Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.)

¢ National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 470 et seq.)

e Oil Pollution Act of 1990, as amended (33 U.S.C. § 2701 et seq.)

*  Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. § 401 et seq.)

*  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. § 6901 et seq.)

*  Ports and Waterways Safety Act of 1972, as amended (33 U.S.C. § 1221 et seq.)

e  Merchant Marine Act of 1920 (commonly referred to as the Jones Act) (P.L. 66-261)

¢ Federal Oil and Gas Royalty Management Act of 1982 (30 U.S.C. § 1701 et seq.)

e Arctic Research and Policy Act of 1984 (15 U.S.C. § 4101 et seq.)

e Executive Order 13212 - Actions to Expedite Energy-Related Projects

¢ Executive Order 13175 - Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

e Executive Order 13158 - Marine Protected Areas

e Executive Order 12114 - Environmental Effects Abroad

e Executive Order 13112 - Invasive Species

*  Executive Order 13007 - Indian Sacred Sites

*  Executive Order 12898 - Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations

I.C. Results of the Scoping Process

Scoping is defined as “an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed in an
EIS and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action” (40 CFR 1501.7). The Notice of
Intent published for Oil and Gas Lease Sales 186, 195, and 202 describes the scoping process MMS
followed for this EIS. Throughout the scoping process, comments are invited from any interested persons,
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including affected Federal, State, tribal and local governments; any affected Native groups; conservation
groups; and private industry for early identification of the most important issues for analysis in this EIS.
Scoping is very important, because it provides those with an interest in the OCS program an early
opportunity to participate in the events leading up to the final publication of an EIS and aids the MMS in
determining the significant issues and alternatives to be analyzed in an EIS. The intent of scoping is to
avoid overlooking important issues that should be analyzed in an EIS. The entire text of the Scoping

Report is in [Appendix FJof this EIS.

In response to the Call/Notice of Intent, nine written comments and/or nominations were received: three
companies commented and submitted nomination information, and comments were received from the State
of Alaska, Office of the Governor, Division of Governmental Coordination; the North Slope Borough,
Offices of the Mayor and the Planning Department Director; the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission
Director; the City of Wainwright, Office of the Mayor; and a joint letter from the Sierra Club, Arctic
Connection, The Wilderness Society, and Greenpeace. The nominations received indicated that different
companies had interest in various portions of the sale area and, when considered in total, they cover the
entire sale area.

Scoping for this multiple-sale EIS included reviewing the comments received on the Call and Notice of
Intent; comments submitted at the scoping meetings; re-evaluation of the issues raised and analyzed in the
EIS’s for previous Beaufort Sea Planning Area lease sales (Sales BF, 71, 87, 97, 124, 144, and 170); and
MMS staff evaluation and input. Scoping comments were used to identify major issues, alternatives to the
proposed action, and measures that could mitigate the effects of the proposed Federal actions. Scoping
comments were requested from the public through newspaper, radio, and television advertisements in the
North Slope Borough communities of Barrow, Nuigsut, and Kaktovik and in Anchorage. Letters were sent
to the Mayor of the North Slope Borough and the Mayors of Barrow, Nuigsut, and Kaktovik. Scoping
meetings were held in 2001 in Nuigsut (October 16), Barrow (October 18), Kaktovik (October 19), and
Anchorage (October 26). Government-to-Government scoping meetings were held with the Native Village
of Barrow, the Mayor of the North Slope Borough and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission on
October 18, 2001. A Government-to-Government meeting also was held with the Nuigsut Tribal Council
on October 16, 2001. An additional meeting was requested by the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission
and the Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope and was held on November 15, 2001. All commenters
strongly supported the adoption of the Beaufort Sea Sale 170 mitigating measures in sales covered in this
EIS. Environmental justice was discussed with participants on the North Slope, both in the Government-to-
Government meetings and with individual participants at the scoping meetings.

While the first phase of scoping is complete, the scoping process will continue through the publication of
the final EIS, and additional outreach meetings will be held, as needed, or requested by local communities.
The scoping process will continue throughout of the life of the multiple-sale EIS. As each sale analyzed
within this document is considered for leasing, the scoping process will be initiated.

I.C.1. Major Issues Considered in the EIS

The major issues analyzed in this EIS are the direct result of concerns raised during the scoping process.
Based on these issues, the MMS selected the following resource topics for effects analyses in[Section IV.C: |
water quality; lower trophic-level organisms; fishes; essential fish habitat; endangered and threatened
species; marine and coastal birds; marine mammals; terrestrial mammals; vegetation-wetland habitats,
economy; subsistence-harvest patterns; sociocultural systems; archaeological resources; land use plans and
coastal management programs; air quality; and environmental justice.

Significant Environmental Issues: While many environmental issues were raised in scoping, few
significant ones were identified that were not addressed to some degree in the previous Sale 170 final EIS
published in February 1998. Since Sale 170, the first offshore development and production island in State
and Federal Alaska waters[] Northstar(] has been built and has come online. Actual offshore development
has raised feelings of environmental uncertainty by local residents; many do not trust the engineering
designs to overcome known North Slope environmental constraints. Many concerns extend to the Liberty
development and production project, which is under review.
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The following environmental issues are identified and analyzed in this EIS as important resources,
activities, systems, or programs that could be affected by petroleum exploration, development and
production, and transportation activities associated with proposed Sales 186, 195, and 202. The cumulative
effects of past, present, and future activities on each of these resources, activities, systems, or programs also
are analyzed in this EIS.

.C.1.a. Habitat Disturbance to Marine and Terrestrial Mammals, Fish, and
Birds and Alteration of Migration Patterns on Bowhead Whales

Habitat disturbance and alteration could result from both offshore and onshore construction activities
associated with the operation of petroleum facilities, depending on the location of activities.

I.C.1.a(1) Habitat Disturbance

Habitat disturbance, including noise, would be associated with air traffic, vessel operations, traffic along
gravel and ice roads, marine and over-the-ice seismic activities, offshore drilling, dredging, vessels
involved in icebreaking and ice-management operations, and facility construction. The primary concern in
all communities and of the North Slope Borough is interference with the bowhead whale hunt. Depending
on the type and time of occurrence of potential operations, these habitat disturbances could have short- to
long-term, local to regional effects on fishes (particularly anadromous species such as the Arctic cisco),
marine and coastal birds, marine mammals, caribou, and endangered and threatened species such as the
bowhead whale and spectacled eider, all of which will have an effect on subsistence hunting and fishing.
Issues related to the above species will be evaluated with additional NEPA analysis for new projects when
they are submitted to the MMS.

I.C.1.a(2) Habitat Alteration

Habitat alteration, including reduction, would be associated with both onshore and offshore construction
activities that include the construction of pipelines and ice and gravel roads, dredging-excavation and
dumping of dredged material, removal of gravel from onshore sites, and dumping of onshore gravel in
offshore locations. Depending on the type, timing, and location of potential operations, they could have
short- to long-term, local to regional effects on lower trophic-level organisms; fishes (especially Arctic
cisco) and other anadromous species; marine and coastal birds; marine mammals; endangered bowhead
whales (especially in the spring lead system and fall-feeding area); caribou; archaeological resources; and
subsistence-hunting and -fishing activities because of reduced access to the resources. The MMS does not
have the legal authority to mitigate disturbances to wildlife from the routing of an onshore pipeline, but the
State of Alaska does.

1.C.1.b. Protection of Inupiat Culture and Way of Life

The Inupiat believe their culture and way of life need to be protected from effects associated with
petroleum development. As such, potential activities might lead to social disruption and a change in
cultural values through employment changes, further displacement of the subsistence lifestyle by a cash
economy, and the alteration of subsistence-harvest patterns as discussed in relation to other significant
issues previously noted in this section. The EIS discusses and evaluates sociocultural and health systems of
local communities.

I.C.1.c. Effects of Qil Spills

I.C.1.c(1) Contamination and Effects
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The Inupiat are concerned that a spill could adversely affect many of the traditional food sources and,
thereby, affect the economic and cultural well-being of the North Slope. Resources affected by an oil spill
that are crucial to Inupiat subsistence include anadromous fish, such as the Arctic cisco, and various marine
and coastal birds. The temporary or permanent elimination of primary subsistence foods would cause
North Slope residents to either shift to less-desired subsistence resources or replace them with western
foods.

The likelihood of large oil spills is very low. However, in the unlikely event that a large oil spill occurred,
it could contaminate the affected marine and coastal environments and, depending on the amount and time
of the year, have short- to long-term, local to regional effects on those resources and sociocultural systems
in and adjacent to the planning area. Such an oil-spill event could have a significant impact on water
quality. In situ burning of spilled oil could affect the air quality of the region for a limited time. Lower
trophic-level organisms within the spill area also could be affected. Marine mammals, including
endangered and threatened species, such as the bowhead whale, could be affected as they migrate through
the Beaufort Sea. The bowhead whale is integral to the continuation and survival of the cultural and
subsistence lifestyle of the Inupiat. Both the spectacled eider and the Steller’s eider are listed as threatened
species and could be affected.

1.C.1.¢c(2) Fate, Behavior, and Cleanup of Spilled Oil

The fate and behavior of spilled oil in the marine and coastal environments and the capability and

effectiveness of spill cleanup are of major concern to local communities. Identified concerns include:

e the availability and adequacy of containment and cleanup technologies, especially during broken-ice
conditions;

» the ability to detect and clean up pipeline spills and spills under ice;

» the effects of winds and currents on the transport of spilled oil within ice;

e the removal of oil from contaminated water, sediments, and ice;

» the toxicological properties of fresh and weathering oil; and

e the air pollution that would result from the at-sea evaporation or burning of spilled oil.

This concern has intensified in recent years as industry, in three oil-spill-cleanup drills, has not proven their
ability to adequately clean up spilled oil with mechanical equipment in relatively calm environmental
conditions in ice-infested waters. Other nonmechanical tactics are available in these conditions.

1.C.1.d. Other Significant Issues

The following discusses other significant issues related to petroleum-development activities that were
raised during the scoping process.

1.C.1.d(1) Traditional Knowledge

Incorporation of traditional knowledge in past EIS’s, although acknowledged, still does not seem to satisfy
those who criticize this aspect. Concern seems to center around not recognizing traditional knowledge on
the same level as scientific knowledge. The MMS has cited instances where traditional knowledge is
quoted within the EIS text; but critics want to know where traditional knowledge has been a part of the
decisionmaking process. Villages seemed to appreciate the fact that MMS has taken the traditional
knowledge gathered over the last 25 years of public testimony and put this together on a usable, searchable
CD-ROM for local use. The MMS will continue to communicate with the Alaska Eskimo Whaling
Commission and whaling captains to gain insight into local conditions. Traditional knowledge (i.e., fish
species and subsistence values) will continue to be incorporated into EIS text and provided to MMS
decisionmakers.

Furthermore, traditional knowledge does not apply equally to all resource categories described and
evaluated in this EIS. Much of the traditional knowledge that is incorporated in our EIS’s has been
provided by Inupiat Elders and leaders at previous meetings and hearings concerning proposed OCS
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activities. Traditional knowledge information often is focused on their primary areas of concern:
subsistence species (bowhead whales, marine and terrestrial mammals, fish, and birds) and subsistence
activities, and their effects on the Native people and their sociocultural systems. Traditional knowledge
information also has been provided about ice and icebergs, currents, and other physical aspects of gathering
subsistence foods in the harsh arctic environment. This focus of available traditional knowledge is
reflected in this EIS. There is far more traditional knowledge information presented in this EIS about
bowhead whales and subsistence activities than there is about economics or land use plans. Readers and
decisionmakers should not interpret the differences in the levels of traditional knowledge information
presented in each resource category to be an indication that Native groups and local inhabitants are not
concerned with the potential effects to these resources. Rather, this indicates that the consistent collection
of information over the history of Inupiat cultural, and some Western science categories, such as economics
and land use plans, have not existed long enough to generate a rich body of traditional information of the
sort already available for resources such as ice and bowhead whales.

1.C.1.d(2) Cumulative Effects on Resources and Social Systems

In this EIS, we analyze cumulative effects of oil and gas operations on biological resources (for example,
caribou migration restricted in relation to pipeline routes and onshore effects, including fishing in the
Colville River) and physical resources and social systems (for example, development impacts to the Inupiat
way of life, and loss of access to family ancestral ice cellars in Prudhoe Bay) in and adjacent to the
planning area from past, present, and future arctic oil and gas lease sales and other major projects. The
MMS still hears criticism about the absence of a detailed database of environmental conditions existing
before oil and gas operations occurred on the North Slope. The National Research Council is conducting a
2-year research project on cumulative effects of oil and gas operations on the North Slope. While the
results are unavailable for this document, they will be considered in the preparation of future NEPA
documents.

1.C.1.d(3) Include All Sale 170 Mitigating Measures

All of the mitigating measures, stipulations, and notices to lessees from the last lease sale (Sale 170) should
be incorporated into this Beaufort Sea multiple-sale EIS.

I.C.1.e. Issues Raised During Scoping that Were Considered but Did Not
Warrant Further Detailed Analysis in the EIS

The following issues were raised during the scoping process for this sale and previous Beaufort Sea lease
sales. These concerns were fully evaluated by MMS staff but are not being analyzed further for the reasons
indicated.

I.C.1.e(1) Revenue Sharing/lmpact Assistance

One primary and repeated request of the North Slope Borough and all of the North Slope villages is the
need for revenue sharing (also known as impact assistance) to local communities from OCS receipts.
Impact assistance would require congressional action to authorize funds in any particular year.

In its September 20, 2002, comments on the draft EIS, the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission asked that
the MMS “include mitigation impact assistance in its list of proposed alternatives.” The Commission noted
that MMS’s reasons for rejecting their request for impact funding was that the MMS claims that it has no
authority to do so. They correctly state that “an alternative need not be in the agency’s cognizance in order
for the agency to include it in the EIS.” They also state that: “MMS’s inclusion of impact assistance in its
discussion of alternatives would alert the President and Congress to the need for impact assistance in
northern Alaska.”
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The MMS has not included impact assistance as an alternative for this EIS, because it addresses mitigation
of the effects of the proposed action rather than serve as an alternative to the size, timing, or location of the
proposed action. The MMS believes that issues relating to size, timing, or location are most appropriate for
consideration as separate alternatives. However, the MMS has fully considered the issue of impact
assistance as herein discussed.

Impact assistance is a programmatic issue that affects all the states, counties (boroughs), cities, and villages
near OCS activities, and it was discussed in MMS’s new 5-year plan. Comments received on impact
assistance were included within the material forwarded to the President and Congress in the Proposed Final
Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Program 2002-2007, April 2002. This programmatic
document was the more appropriate forum to address this nationwide issue. For additional information
about revenue sharing, please see, in particular, Section 1.2.5.1 of the final EIS for the 5-year program
(USDOI, MMS, 2002a).

Congress has been aware of the issue. Impact assistance with a single-year appropriation for FY 2001-The
Coastal Assistance Program—was enacted by Congress. This legislation had its impact assistance roots in a
broader Congressional bill, the Conservation and Reinvestment Act, which was not enacted. The Coastal
Assistance Program was passed as a compromise measure that amended the OCS Lands Act. The program
authorized a one-time appropriation of $150 million divided among the seven states with offshore oil
activities: Alabama, Alaska, California, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas. Sixty-percent of the
funds were divided equally among the producing states, and 40% was based on proximity to OCS
production. Based on the law’s formula, Alaska received a one-time appropriation of $12,208,723, of
which $7,935,670 was allocated to the State and $4,273,053 was divided among the coastal political
subdivisions. Funds were distributed to eligible communities based on population, coastline miles, and
relative distance from any OCS leased tracts. The allocation for the North Slope Borough was $1,939,680.
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) administered the Coastal Assistance
Program.

The Department of the Interior and the MMS have taken an active role in impact-assistance proposals.
When requested by Congressional members or the Administration, staff has prepared information and
support for proposed legislation going back to at least the late 1970’s. This included participation on an
Administration Cabinet Council task force on impact assistance in the early 1980’s and developing a
formula and drafting legislative language to provide funds allocated to both the coastal states and local
coastal governments based on their proximity to offshore oil and gas activities. Legislation was introduced;
however, it passed only in the House.

Throughout the 1980°s and 1990°s, the MMS continued working diligently on impact-assistance efforts
requested by Congress. Congress used the proximity formula as the core of the impact-assistance formula
and drafted additional legislative language for several bills that were introduced. These initiatives,
however, also failed to become law. Finally, the original proximity concept was the key part of the Coastal
Impact Assistance Program legislation, supported by members of the Alaska Congressional delegation that
provided FY 2001 funds directly to the North Slope Borough.

Several forms of revenue-sharing-type funds already are available to coastal states and localities through
several existing laws: Section 8(g) of the OCS Lands Act, the Land and Water Conservation Fund, the
Historic Preservation Fund, and the Tribal Preservation Fund. Because other agencies handle distribution
of several of these funds, the public usually is not aware that the funding source for several of these
programs comes from OCS-related income.

Section 8(g) of the OCS Lands Act provides for a sharing of all Federal revenues for areas lying wholly or
in part within the 3-mile wide area between the State’s seaward boundary, which is 3 miles from shore, out
to 6 miles. Twenty-seven percent of all Federal revenue goes to the State of Alaska. Alaska has received
more than $520 million as a result of this revenue-sharing provision. The State of Alaska distributes
percentages of these 8(g) funds (royalty payments, bonus bids, and rental payments) into the Alaska
Permanent Fund Dividend Program, its school fund, the Alaska Constitutional Budget Reserve, and
Alaska’s Unrestricted General Fund

The Land and Water Conservation Fund can provide the National Park Service up to $900 million in the
fund each year, if authorized by Congress. Since 1971, Federal offshore leasing has provided about 90% of
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this money. The law provides for a system of funding for Federal, State, and local parks and conservation
areas. It gives states and local governments incentives to plan and invest in their own park and recreational
use systems. The State has received more than $29 million from this fund.

The Historic Preservation Fund also is used to make grants to local communities. Revenues from Federal
offshore mineral leases sustain this fund up to $150 million, if authorized by Congress. Since 1968, more
than $1 billion in grant funds have been awarded to states, territories, tribal organizations, and the National
Trust for Historic Preservation. The State of Alaska has received more than $9 million from this fund.

The Tribal Preservation Program, administered by the National Park Service, assists Native Americans in
preserving their historic properties and cultural traditions. The program is dedicated to working with tribes,
Alaska Native groups, Native Hawaiians, and national organizations to preserve and protect resources and
traditions that are of importance to Native Americans. For FY 2000, the Village of Barrow received
$48,915 from this grant program for Documenting Commercial Whaling History in the Western Arctic from
the Inupiat Perspective.

Impact-assistance mitigation, if enacted by Congress, would help MMS further meet the intent of the
Environmental Justice Executive Order (Presidential Executive Order 12898) with respect to the effect of
the OCS oil and gas program on the Native populations of Alaska. However, as noted above and in the
Scoping Report (Appendix E),|the Department does not have the authority to fund such an alternative or

mitigation for any or all of these three sales or for any OCS sales without authorization from Congress.

.C.1.e(2) Participation of Local Communities

The need for active participation and involvement, including decisionmaking authority, of the North Slope
Borough and local communities was another issue raised at each of the scoping meetings. Examples are
Borough, City, and Native village participation in reviewing oil-industry operations, developing monitoring
programs, and helping write the various NEPA documents. Locals would like to be brought to Anchorage
and be a part of the internal review process of industry-submitted projects. The MMS will continue to
engage local governments and tribes in Government-to-Government meetings to share information and
discuss potential solutions.

1.C.1.e(3) Global Climate Change

Global climate change and the contribution OCS activities make to greenhouse gas emissions are more
appropriately addressed as a programmatic concern in Section 4.1.2 of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Program: 2002-2007. This is in accordance
with the recommendation of the Council of Environmental Quality, Draft Guidance Regarding
Consideration of Global Climate Change in Environmental documents Prepared Pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act, October 8, 1997, that this issue be addressed at the program level rather than at
the project level. The final EIS estimated total emissions of carbon dioxide and methane for activities
associated the 5-year program. In the Alaska OCS Region, estimates indicate that production activities
could emit about 75% of the carbon dioxide emissions, while tankers carrying Alaska North Slope crude
between Valdez and the West Coast contribute about 10% to the total. Tankers produce most of the methane
emissions, with the remainder coming primarily from production facilities. The combined carbon dioxide
and methane emissions from the entire proposed OCS 5-year program, including the Alaska region, are
about 0.04-0.08% of the nationwide total. The estimated combined carbon dioxide and methane emissions
from the entire OCS program activities would be about 0.01-0.02% of the global emissions.

I.C.1.e(4) Process Issues

Commenters suggested that areas deferred (i.e., bowhead subsistence-hunt areas) or deleted from past
Beaufort Sea sales should be removed permanently from consideration for leasing. The EIS looks at
deferring areas for each of the three sales evaluated in this EIS. The Secretary decides whether to offer for
leasing or to continue to exclude areas on a sale-by-sale basis. The proposed actions for this EIS are to
conduct three sales in the Beaufort Sea: Sale 186 in 2003, Sale 195 in 2005, and Sale 202 in 2007. The
EIS will enable the MMS to conduct the prelease decision processes for Sales 195 and 202 more
efficiently, consistent with Executive Order 13212 of May 18, 2001, to expedite energy-related projects.
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Federal NEPA regulations allow several similar proposals to be analyzed in one EIS (40 CFR 1502.4). The
requirements of NEPA, the Coastal Zone Management Act, and all other applicable statutes will be met for
all three Beaufort Sea sales.

A suggestion was made that MMS have industry provide job opportunities and training for local
communities to help their economy. Under a prelease- or postlease-sale EIS, the MMS does look at and
evaluate the local community in relation to the proposed action. However, the MMS has no authority to
require an operator to provide local hire. We can and do suggest this to industry, but we cannot enforce
such a suggestion. We understand industry does do some local hiring.

Some scoping commenters suggested that a continuum or momentum exists between leasing, exploration,
and eventual production and development phases of the Federal oil- and gas-leasing program. Their
perception is that once the leasing process begins, it is not stoppable until an oil and gas facility is in place.
The OCS Lands Act and the regulations consider these as four separate phases, each of which has a
separate decision process attached to that phase. Therefore, four NEPA documents are prepared for these
various phases: (1) a national 5-year leasing program; (2) a lease sale for a specific planning area; (3) an
exploration plan; and (4) a production and development plan. Each NEPA phase has a different level of
analysis, depending on the specificity of the information being submitted for review.

1.C.1.e(5) Other Cumulative Activities

One commenter to the draft EIS suggested the cumulative analysis consider and evaluate military
operations; cleanup of abandoned, contaminated sites; research operations (especially icebreaker
supported); and other activities taking place on the North Slope and Beaufort Sea. Information about
future military operations is limited and the current level of military operations and cleanup activities of
abandoned sites onshore have not translated to measurable effects. The more extensive spatial and
temporal parameters of the cumulative case tend obscure any minor changes from such activities. There is
very little information about potential research using icebreaker support, and we are unaware of any
information indicating such activities would occur on a regular basis or pose any major environmental
impact to the resources on the North Slope. Normally, all research activities must comply with the
Endangered Species Act and the Marine Mammal Protection Act; hence these effects would be minimal.

I.C.2. Alternatives Suggested During the Scoping Process

.C.2.a. Alternatives to be Further Evaluated

The following six Alternatives are considered in this EIS for Sales 186, 195, and 202:
e Alternative I, the Proposal

e Alternative II, No Lease Sale

e Alternative III, Barrow Subsistence Whaling Deferral

e Alternative IV, Nuigsut Subsistence Whaling Deferral

*  Alternative V, Kaktovik Subsistence Whaling Deferral

e Alternative VI, Eastern Deferral

These alternatives (see were developed during the scoping process in response to comments and
concerns and further refined by MMS decisionmakers.

1.C.2.a(1) Alternative | - The Proposal

Alternative I, the Proposal for each sale, would offer for lease those blocks selected as a result of the Area
ID. The Beaufort Sea multiple-sale program area includes 1,877 whole or partial blocks covering
9,770,000 acres (about 3,954,000 hectares) in the Beaufort Sea (seel Maps l and2Z)] This alternative
reflects a range of resource development and activity from 340-570 million barrels of recoverable oil for
each sale. For purposes of analysis, we assume that 460 million barrels of oil will be recovered as a result
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of each sale. The program area was identified as being of high and medium interest to industry and is the
entire area of the Call. In January 2002, the acting Director of MMS designated the program area to be the
area that would be considered for leasing through the Proposal. The Area ID process for Sales 195 and 202
will take place later; however, the aerial extent selected cannot be larger than the area evaluated in
Alternative I of this EIS. Because the proposed sale area (Alternative I) is the same as the entire Beaufort
Sea program area in the 2002-2007 5-year program, the sale area cannot be larger unless the 5-year
program is amended. For this to happen, a new 5-year program would need to be initiated and evaluated,
which is very unlikely to happen.

I.C.2.a(2) Alternative Il - No Sale

This alternative would remove the entire area of the Proposal from leasing.

I.C.2.a(3) Alternative Ill - Barrow Subsistence Whaling Deferral

This alternative was developed by the MMS in response to comments received in Barrow. This deferral
was developed as a potential way to reduce conflicts between bowhead whale subsistence hunters and
offshore oil and gas operations and was based on bowhead whale-strike data provided by the Alaska
Eskimo Whaling Commission. This alternative would offer for leasing all of the area described for
Alternative I except for a subarea located in the western portion of the proposed sale area. Alternative II1
would offer 1,851 whole or partial blocks, comprising 9,632,000 acres (about 3,898,000 hectares). The
areas that would be removed by the Barrow Subsistence Whaling Deferral (see @ consist of 26 whole
or partial blocks, approximately 138,000 acres, about 1% of the Alternative I area. This option is being
analyzed to estimate potential protection of Barrow subsistence-use zones and wildlife areas, particularly
comprising an area in which whales have been taken (based on known whale-strike data). This option
analyzes whether the deferral would provide increased protection to bowhead whales from potential noise
and disturbance from exploration or development and production activities. The majority of the bowhead
whale subsistence-hunting area near Barrow is in an area of the Chukchi Sea, which already was removed
from leasing consideration in the proposed final 5-Year Offshore Oil and Gas Leasing Program for 2002-
2007.

I.C.2.a(4) Alternative IV - Nuigsut Subsistence Whaling Deferral

This alternative would offer for leasing all of the area described for Alternative I except for a subarea
located off of Cross Island. Alternative IV would offer 1,847 whole or partial blocks, comprising
9,608,000 acres (about 3,888,000 hectares). The areas that would be removed by the Nuiqgsut Subsistence
Whaling Deferral (see Map 2} consist of 30 whole or partial blocks, approximately 162,000 acres, about
2% of the Alternative I area. This option is being analyzed to assess the effectiveness of potential
protection of Nuigsut subsistence-use zones and wildlife areas where whales have been taken (based on
known whale-strike data). Requests for such possible protection were made by the Alaska Eskimo
Whaling Commission, the Native Village of Nuigsut, and the North Slope Borough.

I.C.2.a(5) Alternative V - Kaktovik Subsistence Whaling Deferral

This alternative would offer for leasing all of the area described for Alternative I except for a subarea
located off of Barter Island. Alternative V would offer 1,849 whole or partial blocks comprising 9,649,000
acres (about 3,905,000 hectares). The area that would be removed by the Kaktovik Subsistence Whaling
Deferral (see consists of 28 whole or partial blocks, approximately 121,000 acres, about 1% of the
Alternative I area. This area is being considered for deferral in response to a request by the Native Village
of Kaktovik because of the potential disturbance to Kaktovik’s traditional, known subsistence-whaling
areas. The area was delineated using whale-strike maps provided by the Alaska Eskimo Whaling
Commission.

I.C.2.a(6) Alternative VI - Eastern Deferral

This alternative would offer for leasing all of the area described for Alternative I except for a subarea
located east of Kaktovik. Alternative VI would offer 1,817 whole or partial blocks, comprising 9,487,000
acres (about 3,839,000 hectares). The area that would be removed by the Eastern Deferral (see[Map 2)]
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consists of 60 whole or partial blocks, approximately 283,000 acres, about 3% of the Alternative I area. It
adjoins an area that the State of Alaska has deferred in recent State sales. This option evaluates the need
for protection of this area as requested by the Native Village of Kaktovik, the Alaska Eskimo Whaling
Commission, and the North Slope Borough regarding the possible importance of the area to bowhead
whales and other general concerns about the environment there.

I.C.2.a(7) Agency Preferred Alternative

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act Council on Environmental Quality regulations MMS
has identified a preferred Alternative for this Final EIS. The agency preferred alternative is Alternative I,
which includes the standard stipulations and ITL clauses, with three optional mitigating measures:
Stipulation 7 - Pre-Booming Requirements for Fuel Transfers; Stipulation No. 8 - Lighting of Structures to
Minimize Effects to Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders; and ITL No. 17 - Information to Lessees on
Archaeological and Geological Hazards Reports.

We do not provide a separate evaluation of this alternative because it would repeat the entire analysis

provided in Alternative I (See[Section IV.C)|which includes analysis of the effectiveness of all standard and

optional mitigating measures, including those chosen as part of the agency preferred alternative.

Although we have identified an agency preferred alternative, we will continue to maintain an open mind
throughout the final EIS comment period and decision process and we will continue to consider and
evaluate comments and all reasonable options.

1.C.2.b. Alternatives Considered but not Included for Further Analysis

Four general areas in the Beaufort Sea were recommended for deferral in comments to the September 19,
2001, Call and Notice of Intent and in the October and November 2001 scoping meetings. These were
areas east of Barrow, areas around and to the east of Cross Island, areas near Kaktovik, and areas off the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. The deferrals analyzed in the draft EIS (sedSection IIT]of the Scoping
Report) respond to some of the specific deferral recommendations. This section responds to the balance of
the deferral recommendations. In the following, we first discuss areas recommended for deferral and our
conclusions regarding those deferrals for specific parts of the Beaufort Sea. Then we look at other
considerations relevant to these recommendations. Finally, we provide the rationale for our conclusion on
which recommended deferrals are analyzed in the EIS and which are scoped out.

1.C.2.b(1) Areas from Barrow East to Harrison Bay

In written comments,|(See Appendix E, Section B.1, Scoping Report) the State of Alaska supports all
areas deferred from past sales, the Mayor of the North Slope Borough and the Sierra Club et al.,
recommended that such deferrals be removed permanently from leasing in the planning area. The Mayor
also recommended that the spring lead system and eastern Beaufort Sea should be deferred from all
Beaufort Sea sales in the 2002-2007 offshore leasing program. The Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission
recommended that areas used for the bowhead whale subsistence hunt be removed permanently from any
future consideration for OCS leasing. Phillips Alaska Exploration opposed discretionary deferrals and
arbitrary exclusions, Shell Oil supported leasing the entire nearshore area out to about 15 miles, and BPXA
endorsed the sale schedule but did not comment on specific areas of the Beaufort Sea. In verbal comments
at the Barrow meeting with the North Slope Borough and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, those
who spoke wanted MMS to permanently remove from leasing important subsistence-use areas, such as the
spring lead system and areas that might be used by bowhead whales for feeding. In the November
meetings, the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission provided maps of potential deferral areas that were
developed by the Barrow and Nuigsut Whaling Captains, and the Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope
stated their general opposition to all OCS drilling in the Beaufort Sea.

Although it is not the deferral area included in the Barrow Whaling Captains’ map, we are analyzing the
Barrow Subsistence Whaling Deferral on the western edge of the planning area that, although much smaller
(26 versus 588 whole or partial blocks), is based on whale-strike data provided by the Alaska Eskimo
Whaling Commission. Also, in response to requests by Barrow residents, the North Slope Borough, and
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the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, the Secretary removed other areas. Specifically, in her decision
on the 5-Year proposed final program, she removed from leasing consideration portions of the subsistence-
use area/spring lead system to the west of this deferral area in the westernmost part of the Beaufort Sea
Planning Area, and the subsistence-use area/spring lead system in the Chukchi Sea.

Preliminary oil-field analysis of the Beaufort Sea Planning Area indicates that the 588 whole or partial
blocks depicted as a candidate for deferral on the map submitted by the Alaska Eskimo Whaling
Commission would reduce, by an estimated 18%, the opportunity of discovering and developing an
economic oil field, if Alternative I were chosen for one of the three Beaufort Sea sales covered by this EIS.
This compares to an estimated reduction of about 1% for the Barrow Subsistence Whaling Deferral.

11.C.2.b(2) Areas Around and East of Cross Island

In written scoping comments (seel Appendix E, Section B.1 - Scoping Report) lapplicable to Nuigsut
subsistence whaling, in addition to what appears for Barrow, the State of Alaska recommended that MMS
apply a Cross Island Stipulation (No siting of Permanent Facilities within 10 Miles of Cross Island). The
Mayor of the North Slope Borough believed this 10-mile distance is arbitrary and too small, and the area
should be expanded to cover various aspects of the Nuigsut traditional bowhead whale harvest and
expanded more to the east to prevent the potential for whales to deflect due to production noise. The
people of Nuigsut want the Cross Island area permanently dropped from leasing consideration.

Although it is not the deferral recommended by the Nuigsut Whaling Captains, we do include analysis of a
smaller Nuigsut Subsistence Whaling Deferral (30 versus 94 whole and partial blocks) that is based on
whale-strike data provided by the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission. This deferral option does include
some blocks to the east of the 10-mile radius. We also analyze two versions of the no-surface-occupancy
stipulation for Cross Island, one for seaward portions of the 10-mile radius area and one for shoreward
portions. Furthermore, access to tracts in the vicinity of Cross Island may be needed, because the State has
leased tracts in the adjacent State waters. Should oil be discovered on these State tracts, leasing of the
adjacent Federal tracts would prevent drainage of Federal oil.

Regarding production noise from permanent industrial facilities on the OCS, companies will be required to
demonstrate to the National Marine Fisheries Service that any such proposed facilities will be in
compliance with the Marine Mammal Protection Act and Endangered Species Act as they seek to obtain
incidental harassment authorizations and avoid conflicts with subsistence activities.

The 94 whole or partial blocks depicted as a candidate for deferral on the map developed by the Nuigsut
Whaling Captains would reduce, by an estimated 19%, the opportunity of discovering and developing an
economic oil field. This compares to an estimated reduction of about 2% for the Nuigsut Subsistence
Whaling Deferral.

1.C.2.b(3) Areas that are Offshore from the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

In scoping comments for this EIS, the Mayor of the North Slope Borough said that the eastern Beaufort Sea
should be deferred from all three sales in the 2002-2007 leasing program. In comments on the 5-year
offshore leasing program, the Mayor of the City of Kaktovik expressed a preference for onshore
development, recommended that the area off of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge be excluded from
leasing until the Refuge is opened for development, and that all OCS blocks within 50 miles of the city be
excluded. Citing these comments from Kaktovik, the Sierra Club et al. said in their scoping comments for
this EIS that they supported the City of Kaktovik’s request for a deferral area offshore from the Canning
River to the Canadian border. This area includes 173 whole or partial blocks. Deferring it would reduce,
by an estimated 23%, the opportunity of discovering and developing an economic oil field. The deferrals in
Alternatives V (Kaktovik Subsistence Whaling Deferral) and VI (Eastern Deferral) cover 88 of these same
blocks and run offshore of about 60% of the coastline of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. The
selection of Alternatives V or VI would reduce, by an estimated 3% each, the opportunity of discovering
and developing an economic oil field.

Although no prohibition on offshore leasing is included in the statutes governing the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge, its Comprehensive Management Plan restricts the use of the Refuge for infrastructure to
support any offshore development. Also, any OCS activity or infrastructure (including pipelines to shore)
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would not be approved without thorough technical and environmental reviews and would have to meet the
requirements of the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the Endangered Species Act, and other Federal and
State statutes that help protect the natural resources of the area and environment.

The Kaktovik Whaling Captains did not submit a map but indicated that they wanted the area known as the
“Barter Island” deferral from Sales 124 and 144 as a deferral for these three sales. The northern part of the
“Barter Island” deferral from OCS Sale 144 is excluded from the proposed final 5-year offshore program.
Alternative V, the Kaktovik Subsistence Whaling Deferral, includes the Sale 144 deferral area plus a few
extra blocks on the west side to more fully cover the area where Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission data
shows whale strikes were made.

1.C.2.b(4) Other Considerations Relevant to Requests for Deferrals Off Barrow, Cross
Island, and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

There are five standard stipulations (seq Section 1.C.3) included as part of all deferral alternatives for Sales
186, 195, and 202. These are mitigating measures that will help protect the bowhead whale. The first four
stipulations provide for specific protections, and the fifth is a mechanism to address unresolved conflicts
between the oil and gas industry and subsistence activities. This mechanism has proven to be effective in
protecting the whale hunt while allowing oil and gas activity to proceed. The mechanism can apply to
whatever unreasonable subsistence-related conflicts are not resolved by other means. We also are
including a possible addition to a notice of Information to Lessees (ITL) clause (ITL 7 - Information on the
Availability of Bowhead Whales for Subsistence-Hunting Activities) indicating that for development plans,
lessees are encouraged to consider noise-abatement methods, if needed, to reduce activity noise that may
occur during and in the vicinity of the migration.

1.C.2.b(5) Rationale for Conclusions on These Three Recommended Deferrals

A primary objective of the OCS Lands Act is to make lands available for oil and gas leasing in an
environmentally acceptable manner, taking into consideration protection of the marine, coastal, and human
environments. An objective we undertake to meet NEPA requirements is to write an EIS that is as
straightforward and as easy to understand as possible, given the inherent difficulty in estimating uncertain
potential environmental effects of uncertain potential exploration and development activities based on
projections of uncertain potential leasing results of planned future sales. Given the four deferral
alternatives already included for analysis, these three deferral options would contribute little in the way of
additional analysis to an EIS that must cover an already complicated set of issues.

We consider that the Barrow, Nuigsut, and Kaktovik Subsistence Whaling Deferral alternatives, when
combined with the other mitigating measures (stipulations and ITL clauses) to be analyzed in the EIS,
would provide about the same level of protection of the environment as the preceding three recommended
deferral areas, but they would allow at least some oil and gas exploration and development to proceed.
Regarding the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, we believe that the merits of including such a deferral
option are in large part covered by analysis of Alternatives V and VI.

Furthermore, the analyses of six alternatives (Proposal, No Action, and four deferral alternatives), and the
mitigating measures cited above for the bowhead whale subsistence hunting and other natural resources
possibly affected by offshore exploration and development, meet NEPA requirements and provide
alternatives that achieve the objectives of the OCS Lands Act.

I.C.3. Mitigating Measures

I.C.3.a. Mitigating Measures Suggested During the Scoping Process

The following standard mitigating measures have been adopted in our most recent sales in the Beaufort Sea
and will be considered and evaluated as part of the Proposal and alternatives for the Beaufort Sea multiple-
sale EIS. The effectiveness of these stipulations is evaluated in|Section II.H.1.
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I.C.3.a(1) Standard Stipulations
All stipulations are considered part of the proposed action and all alternatives.

No. 1 - Protection of Biological Resources

No. 2 - Orientation Program

No. 3 - Transportation of Hydrocarbons

No. 4 - Industry Site-Specific Bowhead Whale-Monitoring Program

No. 5 - Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to Protect Subsistence Whaling and Other Subsistence Activities

These standard stipulations are described in more detail in|Section IL.H.1.

I.C.3.a(2) Additional Stipulations for Consideration in the EIS

These additional standard stipulations also are evaluated in the EIS. All of the stipulations are options for
consideration in lieu of or in addition to the deferral alternatives or other mitigating measures. We evaluate
the inclusion of other stipulations that are developed during the EIS process.

Stipulations 6a and 6b - No Siting of Permanent Facilities in the Vicinity of Cross Island. These
potential stipulations were developed to reduce effects and potential conflicts between subsistence whaling
activities that occur annually at Cross Island and oil and gas activities that may occur in the same area. The

full text for both of these stipulations is provided in[Section II1.H.2.

For purposes of analysis, the Cross Island stipulation is divided into two parts. Stipulation 6a applies the
10-mile radius around Cross Island outside the barrier islands. Stipulation 6b applies the 10-mile radius to
those blocks within the barrier islands (see .

Stipulation 7 - Pre-Booming Requirements for Fuel Transfers. This potential stipulation requires
deployment of oil-spill boom of the fuel barge, if fuel transfers (excluding gasoline transfers) are proposed
just prior to and during the whale migration for fuel amounts of 100 barrels or more. This stipulation is
applicable to the blocks and migration times listed in Stipulation No. 4 - Industry Site-Specific Bowhead
Whale-Monitoring Program. This stipulation was developed to reduce potential adverse effects from diesel
fuel, which is very toxic and could adversely affect bowhead whales if such a spill occurred during or just
prior to the annual whale migration.

Stipulation No. 8 - Lighting of Structures to Minimize Effects to Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders. The
Biological Opinion for Sale 186 issued by the FWS on October 23, 2003 specifies a reasonable and prudent
measure necessary and appropriate to minimize potential adverse impacts to these species. In order to be
exempt from the prohibitions of Section 9 of the Act, MMS must comply with the terms and conditions
identified in the Biological Opinion. This stipulation requires all structures to be lighted and/or marked to
improve visibility to migrating spectacled and Steller’s eider, the minimization of outward radiating light,
and the reporting of any injured or killed spectacled or Steller’s eider. The lighting requirements do not
apply between October 31 and May 1 of each year when eiders are not likely to be present.

A lighting strategy will be jointly developed by the MMS and FWS using available information on bird
avoidance measures. This strategy will be modified, as appropriate, if significant new information on bird
avoidance measures becomes available during activities covered by this consultation. Modification will be
developed jointly by MMS and the FWS.

I.C.3.a(3) Standard ITL Clauses

The following standard ITL clauses (1 through 16) apply to OCS activities in the Beaufort Sea area and are
considered part of the proposed action and alternatives for the Beaufort Sea multiple-sale EIS.

No. 1 - Information on Community Participation in Operations Planning

No. 2 - Information on Kaktovikmiut Guide /n this Place

No. 3 - Information on Nuiqgsutmiut Paper

No. 4 - Information on Bird and Marine Mammal Protection

No. 5 - Information to Lessees on River Deltas

No. 6 - Information on Endangered Whales and the MMS Monitoring Program

No. 7 — Information on the Availability of Bowhead Whales for Subsistence-Hunting Activities
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No. 8 - Information on High-Resolution Geological and Geophysical Survey Activity
No. 9 - Information on Polar Bear Interaction

No. 10 - Information on the Spectacled Eider and the Steller’s Eider

No. 11 - Information on Sensitive Areas to be Considered in Oil-Spill-Contingency Plans
No. 12 - Information on Coastal Zone Management

No. 13 - Information on Navigational Safety

No. 14 - Information on Offshore Pipelines

No. 15 - Information on Discharge of Produced Waters

No. 16 - Information on Use of Existing Pads and Islands

These ITL clauses are described in [Section II.H.3.

I.C.3.a(4) Additional ITL Clauses for Consideration in the EIS

The MMS decided it would be useful to information to the public and future lessees to add the following
optional ITL clause, No. 17 - Information to Lessees on Archaeology and Geological Hazards Reports and
Surveys, lists the blocks where lessees will be required to perform surveys and prepare archaeological
reports for exploration and development plans. The ITL informs the lessee that the shallow hazards reports
as required in 30 CFR 250.203(b)(1)(ix) and the archaeology report as required in 30 CFR 250.194 for the
blocks listed, (See [Map IS}lare required to be submitted with exploration or development and production

plans. This ITL clause is described in| Section I1.H.4.

1.C.3.b. Mitigating Measures Not Considered in this EIS

During the preparation of the draft EIS, the MMS evaluated the merits of adding an ITL clause to
encourage lessees to consider noise-abatement methods, if needed, to reduce activity noise that may occur
during and in the vicinity of the whale migration. However, no one commented on the merits of such an
ITL, either in the hearings or through written comments. While lessees and operators may choose to
incorporate noise-abatement techniques into their facility and equipment designs, the MMS did not find any
merit in creating a mitigating measure or requirement at this time. This type of requirement may be
considered and evaluated later during the environmental assessment of exploration and development plans.

I.D. Indian Trust Resources

The Federal Government does not recognize the validity of claims of aboriginal title and associated hunting
and fishing rights that have been asserted for unspecified portions of the sale area. Therefore, the MMS
anticipates that the proposed action or alternatives will have no significant effects on Indian Trust
Resources. While the Department of the Interior does not recognize these resources as Indian Trust
Resources, this EIS considers the potential effects of lease-sale activities on Native Alaskan communities
as they relate to economics, subsistence-harvest patterns, sociocultural systems, and environmental justice.
The MMS consults with federally recognized tribes consistent with the Presidential Executive
Memorandum dated April 29, 1994, on Government-to-Government Relations with Native American
Tribal Governments; Executive Order 13175 dated November 6, 2000, on Consultation and Coordination
with Indian Tribal Governments; and the January 18, 2001 Department of the Interior-Alaska Policy on
Government-to-Government Relations with Alaska Native Tribes.

MMS attended several government to government meetings in July, coincidental with the time frame for
the hearings. Government-to-Government meetings were held with the Native Village of Nuigsut, Native
Village of Barrow, and the Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope. The MMS contacted the Native Village
of Kaktovik requesting a government to government meeting, but they opted to testify at the Public Hearing
instead. They said they were too busy to come to two meetings, and, in any case, the same people would
come to the public meeting.

Following are the summaries of the meetings as prepared by MMS staff.
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1.D.1. Summary of Native Village of Nuigsut Government-to-
Government Meeting

Native Village of Nuiqsut and Community Attendees: Frank K. Long, Jr. (Vice President, Tribal
Counsel Member, Native Village of Nuigsut); Bernice Kaigelak (Treasurer, Native Village of Nuigsut);
Zena Kasak (Tribal Administrator, Native Village of Nuigsut); Sarah Kunaknana (Tribal Counsel Member,
Native Village of Nuigsut); Eli Nuikapigak (Mayor, Nuigsut City); Isaac Nukapigak (Tribal Counsel
Member, Native Village of Nuigsut); and James Taalah (Tribal Counsel Member, Native Village of
Nuigsut).

MMS Attendees: Paul Stang (Regional Leasing Supervisor, Anchorage); Renee Orr (Chief, Leasing
Division, Herndon); Dr. George Valiulis (Environmental Assessment Division, Herndon); Albert Barros
(Community Liaison, Anchorage); and Angela Mazzullo (Budget Analyst, Washington, D.C.). Nathaniel
Hile from Computer Matrix Court Reporters from Anchorage also attended the meeting.

Meeting Summary: A meeting was held with representatives of the Native Village of Nuigsut at 7 p.m.
on Tuesday, July 23, 2002, at the Nuiqsut City Hall Building. Subject matter ranged from Government-to-
Government concerns to comments on the draft EIS. The Nuigsut representatives expressed concern over
having yet another Federal lease sale in the Beaufort Sea, because they had testified so many times in the
past against OCS leasing. They felt that from a safety perspective, drilling in the Beaufort Sea was very
dangerous because of historic storms, currents, earthquakes, and ice forces. They were most concerned
about an oil spill having a negative effect on their subsistence resources and subsistence lifestyle. They do
not want to be run off of Cross Island or have limited access to this location, because this is their main
bowhead whaling staging camp site. They expressed frustration in not gaining sufficient industry
employment opportunities once a company did drill on the North Slope, and the inability of MMS to secure
local funding (impact assistance) for actions taking place in their backyard. Several expressed
discrimination by the oil industry against Natives in general, in obtaining jobs and treating them as an
equal. They felt that current and past oil and gas operations may be impacting their fish and marine
mammal resources as industry infrastructure seem to be displacing once abundant wildlife, with some fish
and pinnipeds having unexplained lumps and tumors which they attribute to possible oil and gas activities.
They want an EIS for each specific lease sale not one multiple-sale EIS, and they want all the current
deferrals to be included and expanded in the final EIS.

The MMS listened to their concerns and explained the current leasing program, giving an overview of the
process. The MMS explained the relationship between the 5-year leasing program and the current Beaufort
Sea multiple-sale oil and gas leasing effort, displaying maps to outline the sale area and showing the limits
of the various alternatives being considered. We explained how the NEPA analysis was being written for
three sales under one EIS cover, and that local input will be gathered for an Environmental Assessment at
each successive lease sale stage with the option of writing another EIS if changing conditions warranted.
We explained that the decision for impact assistance was something granted by Congress and, although
MMS has a long history of support for such legislation, funding has been limited in relation to what the
locals desire. We asked about the problem of deformed fish and pinnipeds that Nuigsut residents raised
and said that to our knowledge, this is not oil-industry related, but that we have ongoing environmental
studies which may be able to shed some more light on this concern. We explained Stipulations 6a and 6b
regarding the Cross Island. Several locals described past environmental conditions and wondered how
industry could work safely in this type of environment. No big issues were solved; each just listened to the
other explain their position either as a local member or as a governmental agency.

1.D.2 Summary of Native Village of Barrow Government-to-
Government Meeting
Native Village of Barrow Attendees: Percy Nusunginya (Vice-President, Tribal Counsel Member);

James Patkotak (Secretary, Tribal Counsel Member); Ellen Kanayurak (Treasurer, Tribal Counsel
Member); Rosabelle Rexford (Tribal Counsel Member); Tommy Olemaun (Sergeant At Arms, Tribal
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Counsel Member); Thomas Brower, III (Natural Resources Manager); and Neil Bjornsted (Tribal Grant
Writer).

MMS Attendees: Paul Stang (Regional Leasing Supervisor, Anchorage); Fred King (Chief,
Environmental Assessment Section, Anchorage); Albert Barros (Community Liaison, Anchorage); and
Angela Mazzullo (Budget Analyst, Washington, D.C.).

A meeting was held with representatives of the Native Village of Barrow at a Special Tribal Council
Meeting, at 2 p.m. on Thursday, August 1, 2002, at the Native Village of Barrow facilities. We discussed a
range of topic subject matter, includes concerns about the Beaufort Sea draft EIS and other ongoing and
planned OCS activities. They expressed concerns about having three different lease sales at different times,
all under the umbrella of a single EIS. The past EIS’s were lease-sale specific, and they did not see the
need for a change. They were very concerned about the potential impact of an oil spill upon their Native
food resources and lifestyle, if a sale were to go forward. They also asked if sanctuaries or habitat zones
were being set aside for each sale. The issue of sanctuaries may have been seen as similar to the proposed
lease-sale deferrals.

The MMS apologized for the week’s delay in the meeting, but weather prevented us from getting to
Barrow, and the attendees said they appreciated the rescheduled meeting. The MMS gave an overview of
the 5-year program and how the Beaufort Sea multiple-sale lease sales fit into this mix. The MMS
explained through words and maps the various sale schedules and the alternatives and emphasized that the
MMS was not proposing marine or wildlife sanctuaries. The MMS explained the multiple-sale EIS
process; however, the locals indicated that they still wanted three individual EIS’s. We explained the 3-
mile State jurisdiction, the MMS OCS jurisdiction, and the International Law of the Sea limits. Some
present indicated that through Inupiat law, their lands extended past the shoreline out onto the ice and
beyond. The participants from Barrow said they appreciate MMS meeting with the tribal governments; we
seem to be the only Federal or State agency that does so before an action actually takes place. We
explained that we translated the draft EIS Executive Summary into Inupiat and asked if it was useful. We
found out that the translator we used had a different dialect from others in the room and although helpful, it
was not quite on target. The group decided that their conversations at this meeting expressed the Native
Village of Barrow concerns and they would not be attending the Public Hearing that evening.

1.D.3 Summary of Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope (ICAS)
Government-to-Government Meeting

ICAS Attendees: Arnold Brower, Jr. ( President); Doreen Lampe (Treasurer); Delbert Rexford; Bill
Tegoseak (Executive Director); Rebecca Brower (Tribal Operations Officer); Ellen Farantz (Finance
Director); Carolyn Edwards (Realty); and James Patkotak (Natural Resources Officer). Participating via
teleconference: John Hopson, Jr. (Native Village of Wainwright); Billy Nashoalook, Sr. (Native Village of
Wainwright); Harry Hugo (Native Village of Anaktuvuk Pass); and Jack Schaeffer (Native Village of Point
Hope).

MMS Attendees: Paul Stang (Regional Leasing Supervisor, Anchorage); Fred King (Chief,
Environmental Assessment Section, Anchorage); Albert Barros (Community Liaison, Anchorage); and
Angela Mazzullo (Budget Analyst, Washington, D.C.).

Meeting Summary: The MMS attended a meeting with participants representing the ICAS in Barrow on
Thursday, August 1, 2002, at the North Slope Borough’s teleconference center. Subjects ranged from
Government-to-Government concerns to comments on the draft EIS. Those attending expressed concerns
that other villages along the North Slope—Wainwright, Pt. Lay, and Pt. Hope—were not invited/included in
scoping for these proposed lease sales, because they also harvest the bowhead/beluga whales that passed
through waters in which oil company operations might influence these species. They also wanted some
sort of remuneration (impact-assistance funding) for all the time and travel their staff expended in
reviewing EIS documents. They were talking about an annual funding agreement between the MMS and
the ICAS. They were recommending a subsistence activity sanctuary and indicated that they may go to
court to fight another Beaufort Sea lease sale. The Pt. Hope representative opposed all OCS activities,
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including seismic, from the Canadian border to Pt. Hope. He felt that OCS activities could be conducted
from onshore using slant drilling, so as not to impact subsistence resources, hunting, or harvests. One
participant wanted the ICAS Natural Resource Director at village meetings with MMS so that they can hear
local views on OCS oil and gas issues.

MMS apologized for having to reschedule this meeting due to weather conditions a week ago, and
appreciated the scheduled meeting to talk about any issues ICAS had about government-to-government
issues or the draft EIS. We explained through words and maps the 5-year leasing program, the multiple-
sale Beaufort Sea leasing program, and how MMS focuses its scoping efforts mainly for those communities
adjacent to the actual proposed lease sale area. When a Chukchi Sea sale is considered, the three
mentioned villages will be heavily involved in scoping. The MMS explained the various alternatives being
considered and how they were arrived at.

The ICAS wanted to know what was included in the discussions at the Nuigsut and Kaktovik public
hearings, and MMS gave them a synopsis. Several participants did not feel that MMS was listening to
North Slope residents because for years, they have been voicing opposition to OCS leasing. The MMS said
that they have been listening, making adjustments to sale boundaries, and adding alternatives; however, as
a Government Agency we still had a mandate to offer OCS acreage for industry leasing. There was some
reference to a Canadian meeting in which the Northwest Territory was working directly with the local tribal
governments; ICAS wants this same local negotiation for U.S. OCS leasing.

The MMS explained a little bit about the coming Chukchi sales and how that would be coordinated with
villages on the Chukchi Sea. The ICAS suggested an annual funding agreement with MMS, so that they
can better participate with local meetings; the MMS said that was not provided for under the current
regulations. the ICAS wanted to know how the alternatives were chosen, and we explained how we used
the whale-strike data as a base to make some boundaries. The ICAS then wanted to know why we have not
set aside critical habitat for whales, fish, or birds. We responded that such jurisdiction fell to other
agencies’ mandates, but we would discuss this with them if they made such a suggestion formally. The
ICAS said that they would be sending further comments on this proposed lease sale to MMS. (Note: none
were received.). The ICAS gave us a mailing list to send 12 additional draft EIS’s to their board members.
(Note: This was done when the team got back to the office). The ICAS requested that for future meetings,
the MMS provide more advance notification of pending meetings, and what is on the agenda. They also
suggested the MMS provide door prizes to get better attendance. Dialog between the MMS and the ICAS
was concluded; the MMS listened and responded, but it seemed that ICAS was not satisfied with all the
answers received.

|.E. Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898

The Presidential Executive Order on Environmental Justice requires agencies to incorporate environmental
justice into their missions by identifying and addressing environmental effects of their proposed programs
on minorities and low-income populations and communities. The Department of the Interior has developed
guidelines in accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12898. The MMS participated in the
development of these guidelines. The MMS’s existing process of involving all affected communities and
Native American and minority groups in the NEPA-compliance process meets the intent and spirit of the
Executive Order. However, we are continuing to identify ways to improve the input from all Alaskan
residents, not only by commenting on official documents but also by contributing their knowledge to the
scientific and analytical sections of the EIS.

Environmental concerns generally were identified during the scoping process for the Beaufort Sea sales.
he potential effects of sale activities on the issues raised by these concerns are addressed in
IV.C.14 on Environmental Justice.

In the unlikely event of a large accidental oil spill, there is the likelihood for disproportionately high
adverse effects on Inupiat subsistence-harvest activities and sociocultural systems. Disproportionate high
adverse effects are not expected to occur from routine exploration and development activities. Specific
mitigating measures have been developed to address the impacts of exploration and development activities
on subsistence activities and subsistence resources, particularly the bowhead whale. By incorporating the

1-20



OCS EIS/EA MMS 2003-001 FEBRUARY 2003

stipulations on Subsistence Whaling and other Subsistence Activities and Industry Site-Specific Bowhead
Whale-Monitoring Program, impacts from OCS activities on important subsistence resources would be
mitigated but not eliminated.

I.F. The National Environmental Policy Act Process for
Sales 186, 195, and 202

We are using a different approach in both format and structure for this lease-sale EIS than we used for
previous EIS’s for the Beaufort Sea area. This section details why and how this difference came about and
the advantages we see from this change.

Once a lease sale is held within a particular geographic area, the results of scoping for subsequent lease
sales within the next several years tend to reflect industry interest and the comments received on the initial
sale in the same area. This initial multiple-sale EIS addresses the concerns expressed by local, State,
Federal, and public reviewers and issues addressed within the specific EIS. Additional lease-sale proposals
and NEPA documentation covering the same geographic area may further clarify issues; however, much of
the text of both comments received and EIS’s written repeat the text of previous documents already in the
public domain. Over the years, reviewers have expressed reluctance to review and comment on a NEPA
document that looks very similar to the one they just reviewed. Indications of industry interest show that in
subsequent sales within a geographic area, interest generally declines if exploration is unsuccessful,
because the most likely prospects are leased and explored first. This is based on the fact that there have
been no big discoveries on the Beaufort Sea OCS. If such a discovery is made as a result of a sale, this
trend could reverse.

Preparing the Beaufort Sea multiple-sale EIS does not set a precedent. The MMS Gulf of Mexico Region
has been publishing single multiple-sale EIS’s for the last two 5-year oil and gas leasing programs. Also,
the Northeast National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska EIS, which was completed in August 1998, will be used
for more than one sale.

Within the Alaskan Beaufort Sea Planning Area, the MMS Alaska OCS Region has held 7 oil and gas lease
sales: Sales BF (1979), 71(1982), 87 (1984), 97 (1987), 124 (1990), 144 (1996), and 170 (1998). In the
Beaufort Sea, 688 leases were issued as a result of those sales, and 30 exploration wells were drilled. One
development and production project (Northstar) has been approved. A second (Liberty) received NEPA
review, and a final EIS was published in May 2002. Although MMS published the Liberty final EIS, the
applicant has placed their Development and Production Plan application on hold pending further cost
analysis. The Beaufort Sea has been an area of high interest to industry. The NEPA documentation
conducted for these lease sales included a draft and final EIS for each action. In addition, a supplemental
EIS was written for Sale BF in 1980, and draft and final EIS’s for a Proposed Arctic Sand and Gravel Lease
Sale were written in 1982 and 1983, making a total of 19 EIS documents written for activities in the
Beaufort Sea that are in the public domain.

Although this EIS addresses three proposed sale actions, only one sale decision will be made every other
year. This EIS analyzes impacts for Sale 186, which is scheduled for 2003. A Call and Notice of Intent
were issued at the beginning of the prelease process to explain the multiple-sale approach for the EIS. The
Area ID selected the same area identified in the 5-year program for 2002-2007. Separate Area ID’s will be
conducted for Sales 195 and 202. They will be equal to or smaller than the area studied in this EIS. A
Notice of Sale will be issued for each sale, after completion of the final NEPA document for each sale.

If the Secretary of the Interior decides to proceed with each of the sales (186, 195, and 202), by not
choosing Alternative II - No Action, the Secretary may choose one, all, some combination, or part of the
deferral options to comprise the final Notice for Sale 186. The Secretary will have the full suite of options
available for Sales 195 and 202 when those decisions are made in 2005 and 2007, respectively. The
Secretary may choose the same options selected for Sale 186 or different options.

For purposes of analysis, we introduce in this EIS the concept of three geographic/economic zones
|I_)_.| See |Appendix F Exploration and Development Scenariog for a more detailed discussion of this concept.
Exploration and development activities under this EIS could take place in any zone from any of the
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proposed sales. For analysis, we focus on development in the Near and Midrange zones for Sales 186 and
195 and the Far Zone for Sale 202. This is a reasonable scenario given the current infrastructure. If
companies buy leases in the Far Zone at Sale 186, resulting exploration and development, if any, likely
would be similar to that described for Sale 202. If exploration and development take place in the Midrange
and Far zones, the effects likely would be similar to those identified for Sales 195 and 202.

Preparing a multiple-sale EIS enables us to conduct the prelease decision processes for subsequent sales
(Sales 195 and 202) more efficiently, consistent with Executive Order 13212 issued on May 18, 2001, to
expedite energy-related projects. This EIS incorporates by reference previous EIS’s and updates existing
text and data, with emphasis on new information since the last EIS was written, and explain the multiple-
sale process.

Before starting the process for Sales 195 and 202, the MMS will initiate consultation with the public. An
Information Request will be issued, specifically asking for input on the scheduled sale being considered. A
NEPA review will be conducted for each subsequent sale. An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be
prepared to determine whether or not the information and analyses in this single EIS for multiple-sales are
still valid for each subsequent sale under consideration. This EA will focus on new information and/or data
since publication of the final Beaufort Sea multiple-sale EIS. Consideration of the EA and any comments
received in response to the Information Request will result in either a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) or a determination that a supplemental EIS is warranted.

Because the EA will be prepared for a proposal that “is, or is closely similar to, one which normally
requires the preparation of an EIS” (40 CFR 1501.4(e)(2)), a FONSI will be available for public review for
30 days before a decision is made. The EA/FONSI will be sent to the Governor of the State of Alaska, and
its availability announced in the Federal Register. The FONSI will become part of the Record of Decision
prepared for the decision on the Notice of Sale.

If the EA determines additional analysis is needed, we may need to prepare a supplemental EIS (40 CFR
1502.9). Some of the factors that could justify a supplemental EIS are a significant change in resource
estimates, significant new information, significant new environmental issue(s), or a significant change in
the proposed action. The supplemental EIS will focus on addressing the significant issues and analyses.

I.F.1. Sale 186 Process

This EIS includes an analysis of offering for lease, three different times, the Federal offshore area within
the Beaufort Sea Planning Area as defined in the 2002-2007 proposed final 5-year program. The EIS also
includes an assessment of alternatives and cumulative effects. The cumulative effects analysis evaluates
the contribution of Alternative I for Sale 186 to the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities,
including State and Federal onshore and offshore activities on the North Slope and in the Beaufort Sea.
The two subsequent sales in this 5-year program (Sales 195 and 202) are evaluated as part of those
reasonable for foreseeable activities. The cumulative effects of the alternatives for Sale 186 and for Sales
195 and 202 and their alternatives are expected to be essentially the same as those for Alternative I for Sale
186. This is because the potential effects of each sale are based on the same oil and gas resource level;
each sale would affect the same physical, biological, and human resources; and each sale is scheduled to
occur in the same area within the 5-year period. Slight differences may occur in the contributions to
cumulative effects from the various alternatives of the three sales. However, they are so small relative to
the overall cumulative effects to which they are being compared, that they cannot be meaningfully
measured.

For purposes of analysis, we defined the production volumes expected from leasing in the program area.
Anticipated production and associated activities are analyzed based on economic resource estimates
established at the beginning of the 2002-2007 5-year program. The EIS analyzes the effects of exploration,
development, and production quantitatively to the degree possible, using different economic and
development scenarios individually for each sale. Impacts that cannot be estimated quantitatively are
estimated qualitatively. The EIS analyses will be used by reference as the basis for the analyses in the
EA’s or supplemental EIS’s prepared for subsequent sales (Sales 195 and 202) in the planning area during
the 2002-2007 5-year program.
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The description of activities to take place is broad enough to encompass the range of resources and
activities expected for any of the three sales. The resource estimates and accompanying scenario
information for the area considered for analysis in the EIS is presented as a range of resources and activities
based on different economic conditions.

The scenarios cover a range of resources and activities that are likely to result from the proposed actions.
The two later sales will be subject to an EA or supplemental EIS. This EIS assumes that standard
mitigating measures are in place as part of the Proposal; the EIS assesses the effects of possible new
mitigating measures added to existing standard mitigating measures. The effects are analyzed
quantitatively (if possible) or qualitatively. Oil-spill-modeling runs were conducted for the program area.

Based on the results of scoping, alternatives are analyzed that defer certain blocks from the sale.
Alternatives are evaluated by comparing changes in resource production and environmental effects relative
to the entire program area. Alternative I for each sale includes all the blocks in the Beaufort Sea Planning
Area, as defined in the 2002-2007 5-year program. The final EIS identifies the agency-preferred
alternative.

The MMS resource-assessment models are designed around the concept that the entire area is open for
exploration. The model identifies and tests all prospects to determine their commercial viability. To
support this approach, the EIS clearly describes the inherent uncertainty in estimating undiscovered
resources and the fraction of this unknown volume likely to be discovered and developed relative to
perceived industry interest/effort. This uncertainty is magnified by the uncertainty associated with
estimates of the environmental and socioeconomic effects resulting from the assumed exploration and
development scenarios. The EIS also discusses the accuracy of resource estimates for the various
alternatives or limited number of sales.

The EIS evaluates the biological effects as required under the Endangered Species Act, including all
exploration activities in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area for Sales 186, 195, and 202. The draft EIS, which
also gave our Biological Evaluation, was submitted to the National Marine Fisheries Service and the Fish
and Wildlife Service to initiate formal consultation. The Fish and Wildlife Service prepared programmatic
Biological Opinions for species under their jurisdiction for all OCS leasing and exploration activities to be
conducted in the Beaufort Sea. The National Marine Fisheries Service issued a new Beaufort Sea
Biological Opinion dated May 25, 2001, that included all OCS leasing and exploration activities in the
Beaufort Sea OCS Planning Area. The MMS requested that the National Marine Fisheries Service uphold
their May 2001 Biological Opinion concerning Beaufort Sea oil and gas leasing and exploration activities
for proposed Lease Sales 186, 195, and 202. The MMS has determined that activities expected from the
proposed Sales 186, 195, and 202 are similar to those considered in the May 25, 2001, Beaufort Sea
Biological Opinion. The MMS also has determined that there is no new information regarding effects of
these activities on bowhead whales nor are there any activities not previously considered in the Beaufort
Sea Biological Opinion and the National Marine Fisheries Service agreed with our assessment.

The EIS also includes analysis of essential fish habitat and consultation that covers leasing and exploration
activities for all three sales.

I.F.2. Processes for Subsequent Sales 195 and 202

After Sale 186 is held, if it is held, the MMS will decide whether to initiate the planning process for the
next sale with an EA and, if warranted, a supplemental EIS. The MMS will review current issues and new
information and, if that review results in no significant change from those addressed in the multiple-sale
EIS, the MMS will prepare an EA and issue a FONSI. If that review results in new issues or sufficient new
information not addressed in the multiple-sale EIS, the MMS will prepare a supplemental EIS. As soon as
the decision is made, the MMS will announce its intention to prepare either an EA or a supplemental EIS
through a press release, or mailout, and issue a Federal Register notice.

1.G. Streamlining Statement

I-23



OCS EIS/EA MMS 2003-001 FEBRUARY 2003

Readers of this multiple-sale EIS, as with the previous Sale 170 EIS, are alerted to some differences in this
EIS from previous Alaska OCS Region EIS’s. While this EIS is more complicated because it addresses
three sales, we have tried to streamline the EIS to provide a more concise, reader-friendly, and useful
analysis of potential effects and impacts of proposed activities.

We are attempting to eliminate much of the repetition from previous EIS’s. We analyze new, relevant
information and incorporate background information by reference, when appropriate, providing only a
concise summary for text continuity.

Such streamlining follows the intent of the Council on Environmental Quality regulations in 40 CFR §
1502.21, which encourage agencies to incorporate material by reference into an EIS to decrease volume
without impeding agency analysis and public review of the action being considered. In this EIS, we cite
the incorporated material and briefly describe its content. All material incorporated by reference is
reasonably available for inspection by interested persons within the public comment period and is available
in local libraries and from the MMS Alaska OCS Region office.

I.H. Important Differences between the Draft EIS and the
Final EIS

The following summarizes some of the more important changes that have been made in the final EIS as a
result of the public review of the draft EIS.

e The Alternatives (deferral options) stayed the same; no new additions or deletions were included,
although the descriptive titles for Alternatives III, IV, and IV where changed from “Subsistence
Whale” to “Subsistence Whaling.”

e Alternative I is identified as the Agency-Preferred Alternative and is addressed i

e Stipulation No. 8 — Lighting of Lease Structures to Minimize Effects to Spectacled and Steller’s
Eider was added, as required by the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Biological Opinion.

e Text revisions focused on major issues dealing with marine mammals, subsistence, the bowhead
whale, and environmental justice. These sections incorporated new information as well as sources
of traditional knowledge. Where comments warranted other changes or presentation of new or
additional information, revisions were made to the appropriate text in the final EIS. If changes or
additions were made to the text as a result of comments received,|Section VII|includes the
comments received plus our response to that comment.
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Il. Alternatives, including the Proposed Action

This section discusses the sale approach and structure (Section II1.A), the resource estimates, development

scenarios, and a summary of effects for each of the three sales covered in this EIS for the proposed action,

Alternative I[[Section IL.BY the No Lease Sale Alternative [Section ILCY), and each of the deferral

alternatives to the proposed action [Sections TTT) through I1.G). discusses mitigating

measures. These include the standard mitigating measures that are a part of the proposed action and

alternatives and an evaluation of the effectiveness of additional stipulations that are considered in this EIS.
describes the Agency-Preferred Alternative(s).

ILA. Approach to Analysis and Oil and Gas Resource
Potential
ILAA1. Approach to Analysis

This EIS encompasses the three proposed Beaufort Sea lease sales (Sales 186, 195, and 202) that are
identifed in the 2002-2007 5-year program. The MMS has divided the Beaufort Sea Planning Area into
three zones: Near/Shallow (Near Zone), Midrange/Medium (Midrange Zone), and Far/Deepwater (Far
Zone) (see We have done this for purposes of analysis because of the unique environmental
characteristics of each zone and the logistics required for development. The zones are defined primarily by
their proximity to existing North Slope infrastructure and secondarily by water depths. Water depths will
influence the types of rigs and platforms used for exploration and development. Additional description of
new infrastructure requirements is contained in Appendix B|, and a discussion of potential developmental
effects for each of the zones is given in[Section IV.A]. Effects are analyzed in[Section IV.Clfor each of the
three proposed sales and their six alternatives. Cumulative effects are analyzed in

indicates that most of the activities associated with the three sales are expected in the Near
Zone, although leasing, exploration, and some development could take place anywhere in the large
Beaufort Sea Planning Area. (When we use the term “expected” in this EIS, we are indicating what would
be expected if the scenarios we constructed for evaluation purposes actually happen. Similar scenarios in
past EIS’s generally have not been realized.) Nevertheless, past experience onshore and in State waters has
shown that exploration and subsequent development will expand into more remote and higher cost areas
after opportunities are largely exhausted in areas more readily accessible from existing infrastructure. A
basic description of the physical characteristics, infrastructure development, and potential resource
estimates for each of the zones follows.
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II.A.1.a.Near/Shallow Zone

This zone is in the central Beaufort Sea in shallow water offshore Prudhoe Bay, where a considerable
amount of infrastructure exists (see . Water depths typically are 10 meters or less, and distances
from existing facilities are not more than a few tens of miles. This geographic zone extends from the
Colville River on the west to the Canning River on the east. Expected development generally can be
described as being relatively small fields producing at modest rates with short, small-diameter pipelines.
Development platforms probably would be artificial gravel islands or mobile concrete structures set on the
seafloor. Small fields could lower their development cost by using adjacent processing facilities, and small
satellite oil pools could be tapped using extended-reach wells drilled from existing production islands.
Overall, new oil fields developed in this zone represent a very minor addition to ongoing activities in this
part of the Beaufort Sea. We expect that no new landfalls, shore bases, or new onshore processing facilities
would be required.

ILA.1.b. Midrange/Medium Zone

This zone surrounds the Near Zone (see and extends into deeper and more remote areas of the
Beaufort OCS. It includes areas in water depths to approximately 30 meters and extends from Cape
Halkett on the west to Barter Island on the east. New fields in this zone would be farther from existing oil
and gas infrastructure, and the costs of developing new oil fields will be higher, which means that the oil
pools would have to be somewhat larger then those in the Near Zone. Development could resemble the
Near Zone in shallow-water areas, although more emphasis could be placed on extended-reach drilling and
subsea wells to recover oil from areas farther offshore. Pipelines would be bigger and longer and would
carry higher flow rates from these larger fields. Some large projects could involve more than one platform,
and a new pipeline landfall could be required. Staging and logistical support still would be from the
Prudhoe Bay area, and no new shore base would be necessary. Because this zone is at the fringe of existing
development on the North Slope, new development projects could introduce changes to the level of
activities experienced in this area.

IlLA1.c. Far/Deepwater Zone

This zone covers the remainder of the program area (see , extending from offshore Barrow on the
west to the Canadian border on the east. All of the deepwater areas (deeper than 30 meters) in the Beaufort
multiple-sale area would be included in this zone. New fields in this zone are much farther from existing
North Slope infrastructure, and the costs to develop new oil fields would be substantially higher, which
means that the commercial oil pools would have to be much larger than those in the other two zones. Small
oil fields in the Far Zone might be discovered by exploration; however, these small fields likely would not
be economic or developed in the near term. Development could resemble a combination of the other two
zones, because remote areas contain shallow, medium, and deepwater. More emphasis could be placed on
extended-reach drilling and subsea wells to recover oil from deepwater areas farther offshore. Pipelines
would be larger and longer and would carry higher flow rates from these larger fields. A new large-
diameter onshore pipeline could be required to connect to the existing feeder system to the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline System. Most projects would involve several platforms (perhaps different types in different water
depths) along with a new pipeline landfall. Staging and logistics support would be from a new shore base
constructed in a favorable location to handle both overland and marine transportation subject to seasonal
constraints. Because this zone is mostly beyond the influence of existing infrastructure on the North Slope,
new development projects could introduce significant changes to the level of activities experienced in this
area.
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11LA.2. Oil and Gas Resource Potential

Crude oil is expected to be produced as a result of these three proposed lease sales, if commercial
discoveries are found and developed. No gas resources in the Beaufort Sea are feasible to produce, because
no gas-transportation system exists from the North Slope to outside markets. For purposes of analysis, we
assume that 460 million barrels could be discovered and produced from each of the three sales. The 460
million barrels we assume to be discovered and developed in each sale would be 20% of the total multiple-
sale area resources. These assumptions reflect the difficulty in finding new prospects, current technology,
and industry effort.

ndicates the number of blocks deferred by each alternative (II through VI) and the number of
blocks that remain in the proposed sale area for each of the sales, should the deferral be selected.

indicates the opportunity index (commercial chance) that commercial-sized resources may be
contained in each deferral alternative. This opportunity index is shown as a percentage (probability) and
represents the probability that commercial fields would be leased, drilled, discovered, and developed in a
specific deferral area. No one can accurately define the location of future oil fields. Because commercial
oil resources are not uniformly distributed, oil pools covered by only a few tracts could contain all of the
economically recoverable reserves in the sale area. The remainder of the area could either lack the geology
to produce large oil pools or have other conditions that would preclude commercial viability. It is
important to note that this resource estimate reflects the current data and knowledge of the MMS.
Individual companies could have a much different view of the oil potential in the Beaufort Sea OCS.
Future leasing patterns may reflect different industry views regarding the possible location of commercial-
sized fields in the program area.

The locations of future commercial offshore fields that presently are undiscovered are impossible to predict
without exploration drilling. Petroleum-assessment models statistically analyze the geology and
engineering characteristics of the area to determine the total resource volume that is expected to be
economically viable to produce if discovered. While these total resource estimates are valid on a regional
scale, they cannot be subdivided into smaller fractions and still be meaningful as real volumes of oil.
However, a risk-weighting method can be used to define the chance that the resource volume will occur in
a particular subarea.

We use the term “opportunity index” to describe that risk-weighted probability. To understand the index,
suppose, for example, that an OCS area contained a total of 500 million barrels of economically
recoverable oil in any of five prospects. Suppose, also, that each prospect is the same size and equally
likely to contain recoverable oil. The risk-weighted volume assigned to each prospect would be 100
million barrels. The opportunity index assigned to each prospect would be 20%. This means that there is a
20% chance (or one-in-five chance) that 500 million barrels could be discovered in any single prospect, but
the others would be dry. If a deferral option removed two of the five prospects, we would not subtract 200
million barrels from the total but would lose 40% of the opportunity to discover the 500 million barrels.

The opportunity index is defined by outputs from geologic and economic assessment models based on
currently available data. These models assume that leasing, exploration, and development are unrestricted
by regulations or industry funding. In reality, access to untested tracts and exploration budgets are key
determinants of the level of industry interest in an area. Oil prices and government regulations also are key
determinants. Low oil prices and overly restrictive regulations could lessen industry interest in an area
despite its high geologic potential. Future oil prices are difficult to foresee, and future corporate strategies
for leasing are impossible to accurately predict. We can base our analysis of resource potential only on past
leasing trends and petroleum assessments using current data. Each company may have a very different
perspective of the development potential of a frontier area such as the Beaufort Sea. The key concept is
that industry will only bid on tracts that they believe have some chance of becoming viable oil fields.

Notwithstanding the value of the opportunity index in understanding how to think about the likelihood of
finding oil and gas resources, we caution the reader to exercise care in drawing conclusions about the
opportunity index. The reader needs to keep in mind the full context of the preceding paragraphs when
considering the opportunity index figures cited for Alternatives III through VI in Sections D through G that
follow.
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II.B. Alternative | - the Proposal for Sales 186, 195, and 202

In this section, we describe (a) the three-sale/three-zone structure, (b) resource estimates and development
scenarios, and (c) timing of activities. For additional information on resources and development activities,

see Appendix Bfand [Section IV.A.1|of this document. |Section II.B.3|and|Tables 11.A-4] II.A—SI, anc"ﬂﬂ—l

provide a summary of effects by Tesource category for each of the sales.

Alternative I, the Proposal for Sales 186, 195, and 202, offers for lease the entire area outlined o
This Alternative encompasses 1,877 whole or partial blocks that cover 9,770,000 acres (about 3,954,000
hectares). This area, minus leased blocks, would be offered in each of the three sales. For each of the
proposed sales, the MMS assumes three different exploration and development scenarios. The level of
activities and types of exploration and development components are further grouped into three geographic
zones (see[Map 4)]based primarily on distance to existing infrastructure and secondarily by water depth.

Resource estimates for each of the proposed sales vary between 340 million and 570 million barrels of oil,
assuming a market price of oil between $18 and $30 per barrel (in 2000$). For purposes of analysis, we
use a single production volume of 460 million barrels of oil for each sale.

I.B.1. Sale 186

The basic assumption is that as the lease-sale program progresses, activities would expand into more distant
zones. The most accessible and easiest tracts are expected to be developed first. For purposes of analysis,
we expect that 70% of all blocks leased for this sale would be in the Near Zone, 20% in the Midrange Zone,
and only 10% in the Far Zone (see

I.B.1.a. Sale 186 Exploration Activities

We assume that exploration activity (seismic surveys and drilling) begins in the year following Sale 186
(scheduled for 2003) and continues at a rate of one exploration well per year for a total of six exploration
wells. We assume three commercial discoveries (two discoveries in the Near Zone and one in the
Midrange Zone, a 50% success rate), which is very optimistic. Following the next discovery, we assume
delineation wells would employ the same drilling rig and continue over a 2-year period. Two delineation
wells may be drilled in a single season as rig mobilization has already happened. Artificial ice islands
grounded on the seabed are likely to be used as drilling platforms in shallow water (less than 10 meters),
and nearshore operations would be supported by ice roads over the landfast ice. Gravel islands are not
likely to be constructed to drill exploration wells in OCS waters (generally deeper than 10 meters),
although older artificial islands or natural shoals could be used as a base for temporary gravel or ice islands.
Bottom-founded platforms (set on the seafloor) could be used to drill prospects in water depths of 10-20
meters, and drillships would be used to drill prospects in water deeper than 20 meters. Because mobile ice
conditions in deeper water makes ice roads unfeasible, deeper water (Far Zone) operations would take
place during the summer open-water season and would be supported by icebreakers and supply boats.

1.B.1.b. Sale 186 Development Activities

In our development schedule (‘, we assume that the first commercial discovery would be
made in 2005, 2 years after Sale 186 is held. We assume that three new fields ranging in size from 120-220
million barrels of oil would be discovered in alternate years. Assuming no delays in permitting, production
platforms could be installed in 4 years following the discovery well. The MMS assumes that the fields
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discovered and developed would be this size and could be produced by one production platform, perhaps as
a satellite with minimal onsite processing facilities. Each platform would contain one rig for development-
well drilling and well-workover operations. Gravel islands would be the favored design for production
facilities in water depths approximately 15 meters or less, and bottom-founded platforms would be
employed for production facilities in water depths to 35 meters. Some oil may be produced by wells using
extended-reach drilling technology, which would enable the operators to reach oil pools located in strata
that lie beneath deeper OCS waters. However, the volume of oil developed by extended-reach drilling
likely would represent a minor proportion of the total production from the three new fields.

The route selection and installation of offshore pipelines would take 1-2 years, and could occur either in the
summer open-water season, during mid- to late winter when landfast ice has stabilized, or both. New
onshore pipeline sections would take 1 year to complete with construction activities taking place
simultaneously with installation of the offshore pipeline. We assume that offshore pipelines would be
trenched as a protective measure against damage by ice in all water depths less than 50 meters (164 feet).
Onshore pipelines would be elevated 5 feet above ground level on vertical support members. The onshore
pipeline corridor, and shore-facility construction would be concurrent with the offshore platforms
installation.

Because of their relatively small size, new offshore projects would use the existing infrastructure
(processing facilities and pipeline-gathering systems) wherever possible. Produced oil would be gathered
by existing pipeline systems within the Prudhoe Bay/Kuparuk field areas and transported to Pump Station 1
of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline. We assume that Oliktok Point (using the Kuparuk or Milne Point field
infrastructure), the Northstar pipeline landfall, West Dock (using the Prudhoe Bay field infrastructure), and
the Badami field would be the primary landfalls.

Production rates would quickly ramp up to peak production rates for 3 years before declining. A typical
field cycle from discovery to abandonment lasts 21 years, or approximately 5 years from discovery to
startup, a 15-year production life, and 1-year abandonment phase. Considering the staggered discovery

times af the fields, activities resulting from Sale 186 could last until the year 2033 (Table IV.A-1 and
Appendix B).

I.B.2. Sale 195

We expect that as each lease sale proceeds, blocks would be leased in increasingly distant zones. The most
accessible and easiest tracts should be developed first. We assume that many of those blocks would be
leased and explored for Sale 186. For Sale 195, we expect activities to extend farther into the Beaufort Sea,
into the Midrange Zone. We expect the percentage of all blocks leased for this sale in the Near Zone
should fall to 50%, the percentage of blocks leased in the Midrange Zone should rise to 30%, and the
remaining 20% of the blocks would be leased in the Far Zone (see

Sale 195 Exploration and Development Activities. Sale 195 exploration and development activities and
timeframes likely would vary only slightly from Sale 186. Total exploration and development wells drilled
would be the same (, and the type of exploration and production platforms used would be the
same. Exploration drilling would begin in 2005, 2 years after the sale is held. A commercial discovery
would be assumed 3 years after the sale, with production platforms installed beginning in 2012. We
assume two new fields (as opposed to three for Sale186) would be discovered, with production potential for
each field ranging from 120-340 million barrels of oil. The first production platform would be online in
2012 with production beginning 1 year later. Production from Sale 195 tracts is expected to continue until
2036, 3 years beyond the end of Sale 185 production. Assumed pipeline landfall sites for this sale would
be the same as assumed for Sale 186; however, because of the assumed potential for Sale 195 to develop
resources in blocks farther from existing infrastructure, a new support facility is forecast to be constructed
near Point Thomson. The Exxon Corporation is proposing the development of the Point Thomson field,
which includes offshore lease tracts in State waters. If the field is developed, a support facility would be
constructed at Point Thomson independent of any activities related to Sale 195.
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11.B.3. Sale 202

We expect that as each lease sale proceeds, blocks would be leased in increasingly distant zones. For Sale
202, we hypothesize that activities would extend even farther into the Beaufort Sea; into the Midrange and
Far zones. We estimate the percentage of all blocks leased for this sale in the Near Zone should fall to
40%, the percentage of blocks leased in the Midrange Zone would stay at 30%, and the percentage of

blocks leased in the Far Zone would rise to 30% (see] Table I1.A-1).

Sale 202 Exploration and Development Activities. Exploration and development timeframes and
activities might vary somewhat from those considered for Sales 186 and 195 (see.
Exploration activities would be expected to begin 3 years after the sale date, with an estimated total of 11
exploration and delineation wells drilled over an 8-year period. Exploration platform types used for Sale
202 also likely would be the same as those described previously for Sale 195. However, for the production
phase, deeper and/or more distant production operations, should they occur, may require bottom-founded
ice-reinforced steel or concrete structures. For Sale 202, we assume that a single field would produce 460
million barrels of oil over its life from two platforms, a main and a satellite platform. Some production
may come from extended-reach drilling and/or subsea completions to reach oil pools that may lie under
deeper waters. For Sale 202, the first production platform is estimated to be completed in 2018, with
production beginning the next year. Oil production could continue until 2038. We assume that there could
be 35 miles of offshore pipeline for this alternative, which is 5 miles shorter than for Sales 186 and 195.
However, Sale 202 assumes a new landfall distant from existing oil infrastructure and, therefore, its
development may require a new overland pipeline. Candidate sites for a new pipeline landfall could be
Point Thompson and Smith Bay, among others. Please see [Table IV.A-4] Section IV.A.1} and Appendix B
for a further comparison of these sales.

11.B.4. Summary of Effects by Sale

In this section, we summarize the effects by category of holding the three sales, should the Secretary decide
to hold Sale 186 in 2003 [Table I1.A-4)] Sale 195 in 2005 (Table II.A-5), and Sale 202 in 2007

[6)] For purposes of analysis; the WIVS assumes that 460 million barrels of oil could be discovered and
produced for each sale, based on an estimated range of 340-570 million barrels per sale. Only a small
percentage of the blocks available for lease under the proposed action for Sales 186, 195, and 202 likely
would actually be leased. Of the blocks that may be leased, only a portion would be drilled and of these,
only a very small portion, if any, likely would result in production. At this time, gas is not considered
economically recoverable.

If any of the lease sales are held and result in exploration and/or development, routine industrial activities
associated with oil exploration and development would generate some degree of disturbance, noise, and
discharges into the environment. The EIS found that no significant effects are anticipated from routine
permitted activities. Significance thresholds are defined in Although small oil spills are
accidental in nature, they are expected to happen should exploration, development, and production occur;
therefore, we include the effects of small spills to the environment in this part of the analysis.

Other accidents or unplanned activities, primarily large oil spills equal to or greater than 1,000 barrels of
oil, are not expected to occur. The probability of a large spill equal to or greater than 1,000 barrels for each
of the three sales is 8-10% (see |Table A.1-5).| For analytical purposes, the analysis assumes one large spill
of either 1,500 barrels (platform spill) or 4,600 barrels (pipeline spill). The low probability of such an
event, combined with the seasonal nature of the resources inhabiting the area, make it highly unlikely that a
large oil spill would occur and contact these resources. Spectacled eiders, long-tailed ducks, and common
eiders are present on the North Slope for only 3-5 months out of the year. Bowhead whales migrate
through the area in the spring and fall, and the length of time a whale could contact oil would likely be
limited to days or weeks. Even if a resource is present in the area, the oil may not contact it. In the
unlikely event of such a large oil spill, significant adverse effects could occur to local water quality;
common, spectacled, and Steller’s eiders; long-tailed ducks; subsistence harvests; and sociocultural
systems.
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The effects summarized by resources for Sale 186 are presented in| Table I1.A-4] Sale 195 in[Table I1.A-5
iTable IL.A-6

and Sale 202 in The summaries of significant effects noted above apply to each individual
sale and for all of the deferral alternatives for each sale. The deferral alternatives (Alternatives III through
VI) provide various degrees of protection to the resources in or near those specific areas for each sale;
however, none of the deferral alternatives changes the level of significant impacts identified above for any
of the proposed sales. This is primarily because all of the alternatives for all of the sales assume the same
amount of oil (460 million barrels) would be developed, even though the opportunity to find that volume of
oil changes with the selection of one or more alternatives. The economics of developing an oil field in the
Beaufort Sea requires that certain minimum quantities of oil be discovered, otherwise, development will
not occur. While the economic quantities required for development vary between the Near, Midrange, and
Far zones, the amount of 0il MMS assumes in the EIS for the alternatives in each of the three sales does not
vary. In addition, many of the key resources migrate in and out of the Beaufort Sea area, and many of the
key species use large areas of the Beaufort Sea area when they are present.

The scenarios that MMS developed for Sales 186 and 195 are very similar, with leasing and exploration,
development, and operations occurring from both sales in the Near and Midrange zones. Therefore, the
effects to each of the resources from both of these sales are very similar. The MMS scenarios for Sales 186
and 195 expect most of the activities to occur in the central Beaufort Sea; therefore, Alternatives III, V, and
VI, which are outside the central area, do not provide identifiable benefits or differences. For Sale 202, the
scenarios developed by MMS, assume activities would occur outside of the central Beaufort Sea area, and
the EIS identifies different levels of effects between the deferral alternatives, although none of the
alternatives change the overall level of significance effects.

In addition to [Tables II.A-4,||II.A-5, and |I.A-6l Table IV-Summary prlovides a summary by resource
category for all'alternatives and sales.

I1.C. Alternative Il - No Lease Sale

Under this Alternative, each of the proposed sales in the Beaufort Sea multiple-sale program would not be
approved. None of the potential 0.46 billion barrels of oil would be produced for each sale, and none of the
environmental effects that would result from proposed oil development associated with each sale would
occur in the Beaufort Sea area. No potential oil spills and no effects to the physical, biological, or human
environment from development from this sale would occur along the Beaufort Sea coast. The economic
benefits, royalties, and taxes to the Federal and State Governments would be forgone. A similar decision
could be made for each sale.

To replace the .046 billion barrels of oil not developed from each sale in the Beaufort Sea multiple-sale
program, a large portion of the oil likely would be imported from other countries. Other substitutes (for
example, nonpetroleum fuels, solar energy, nuclear energy, conservation) could replace a small part of the
lost production. The mix of imported oil and other substitutes will be market driven. See of
this EIS, and Sections 2.5 and 4.7 (Pages 2-36 to 2-37 and 4-187 to 4-202) of the OCS Oil and Gas Leasing
Program: 2002-2007 Final EIS (USDOI, MMS, 2002a), which is incorporated by reference. That analysis
shows that nationwide, imports would replace 86-88% of the lost oil. Conservation would replace about 6-
7%, and increased use of natural gas would replace about 4-5% of the lost oil production. Increased
onshore oil production is estimated to offset about 3% of lost offshore production. However, even if
Alternative II were selected, the Beaufort Sea still would be exposed to other ongoing oil and gas and other
activities in the area.

Because of the projected high level of imports, the associated environmental impacts from producing oil
and transporting that oil to market still would occur, but in a different location, and they probably would be
of a different magnitude. Imported oil imposes negative environmental effects in producing countries and
in countries along the trade routes. By not producing our own domestic oil and gas resources in the
Beaufort Sea and elsewhere around the U.S., we are relying on imported oil. From a global perspective, by
importing oil we are exporting at least a sizeable portion of the environmental impacts associated with oil
we consume to other countries where the oil is produced and to those countries along the tanker routes.
Also, these imports have attendant negative effects on the Nation’s balance of trade (see
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II.D. Alternative Ill - Barrow Subsistence Whaling Deferral

This alternative was developed by the MMS in response to scoping comments received in Barrow. This
deferral would reduce potential conflicts between bowhead whale subsistence hunters and offshore oil and
gas operations, based on bowhead whale-strike data provided by the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission.
This alternative would offer for leasing all of the area described for Alternative I except for a subarea
located in the western portion of the proposed sale area. Alternative III would offer 1,851 whole or partial
blocks, comprising 9.6 million acres (about 3.9 million hectares). The area that would be removed by the
Barrow Subsistence Whaling Deferral (see MConsistS of 26 whole or partial blocks, approximately
138,000 acres (55,735 hectares), approximately 1% of the proposed sale area. This alternative also would
result in a reduction of 1% of the commercial resources opportunity index from the proposed action (see
Table I1.A-3)} This option is analyzed for protection of subsistence-use zones and wildlife areas,
particularly comprising an area in which whales have been taken (based on known whale-strike data), to
address issues of protecting areas of the Barrow subsistence whale hunt. [Section IV.C bf this EIS analyzes
whether increased protection would be provided by this alternative to bowhead whales and subsistence
activities from potential npise-and disfurbance from exploration or development and production activities.
See 1Fables II.A-4 III.A—Sl II.A-6} and|[[V.A-Summary. | The majority of the bowhead whale subsistence-
hunting area near Barrow includes area in the Chukchi Sea, which already was removed from leasing in the
final 2002-2007 proposed 5-year program. While the selection of this alternative decreases the opportunity
of discovering a commercial field, the resources in this area still could be affected by a large oil spill that
occurred elsewhere in the sale area.

IL.E. Alternative IV - Nuiqsut Subsistence Whaling Deferral

This alternative would offer for leasing all of the area described for Alternative I except for a subarea
located off Cross Island. Alternative IV would offer 1,847 whole or partial blocks, comprising 9.6 million
acres (about 3.9 million hectares). The area that would be removed by the Nuigsut Subsistence Whaling
Deferral (see consists of 30 whole or partial blocks, approximately 0.2 million acres (66 thousand
hectares), about 2% of the Alternative I area. This alternative would result in a reduction of 5% of the
opportunity of Id:sm:w_u.u.g_z. i nd developing an economic field from a lease sale under Alternative I (see

[Table I1LA-3)] |Section IV.C|of this EIS analyzes whether this alternative would provides protection of
subsistence-use zones and wildlife areas, particularly comprising an area in which whales have been taken
(based on known whale-strike data). This alternative addresses issues of protecting areas of the Nuiqsut
subsistence bowhead whale hunt as identified by the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, the Native
Village of Nuigsut, and the North Slope Borough. See |!I.A-5l III.A-ﬂ, and IV.A-Summary.l
Although the selection of this alternative decreases the opportunity of discovering a comi i ;
resources in this area still could be affected by a large oil spill that occurred from development offshore
elsewhere in the Beaufort Sea.

Il.F. Alternative V - Kaktovik Subsistence Whaling Deferral

This alternative would offer for leasing all of the area described for Alternative I except for a subarea
located off of Barter Island. Alternative V would offer 1,849 whole or partial blocks comprising 9.6
million acres (about 3.9 million hectares). The area that would be removed by the Kaktovik Subsistence
Whaling Deferral (see consists of 28 whole or partial blocks, approximately 0.1 million acres (50
thousand hectares), about 1% of the Alternative I area. This alternative would result in a reduction of 3%
of the opportunity of discovering and developing an economic oil field from a lease sale under Alternative I
[(see Table I1.A-3)l This area would be considered for deferral because of the potential disturbance to
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Kaktovik’s trad Jf]fffl, Efffﬁ subsistence-whaling areas (based on known whale-strike data). An analysis

is conducted in|Section IV.C [to determine if this alternative provides protection of traditionally used

bq whale subsistence areas, as requested by the Native Village of Kaktovik.[ See Tables I1.A-4)

[.LA-6) and [[V.A-Summary. While the selection of this alternative decreases the opportunity of
discovering a commercial field, the resources in this area still could be affected by a large oil spill that
occurred elsewhere in the Beaufort Sea area.

I.G. Alternative VI - Eastern Deferral

This alternative would offer for leasing all of the area described for Alternative I except for a subarea
located east of Kaktovik. Alternative VI would offer 1,817 whole or partial bloc omprising 9.5 million
acres (about 3.8 million hectares). The area removed by the Eastern Deferral (se consists of 60
whole or partial blocks, approximately 0.3 million acres (114 thousand hectares), about 3% of the
Alternative | area. This deferral would result in a reduction of 3% of the opportunity of discovering and
developing an economic oil field from a lease sale under Alternative I (see [Cable ILA-3]. An analysis is
conducted in[Section TV.( of the level of protection of areas provided by this alternative, as requested by
the Native Village of Kaktovik and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commissian, and it adjoins an area that the
State of Alaska has deferred in recent State sales. See[Tables II.A-4] [I.A-5|[I.A-6|and [V A-Summary. |
Although the selection of this alternative decreases the opportunity of discovering a commercial field, the
resources in this area still could be affected by a large oil spill that occurred elsewhere in the Beaufort Sea
area.

The MMS recently completed a bowhead whale-feeding study to assess the importance of the area to
bowhead whales for feeding.

Il.H. Mitigating Measures

Laws and regulations that provide mitigation are considered part of the Proposal (Alternative 1) and
Alternatives III through VI for Sales 186, 195, and 202. Examples include the OCS Lands Act, which
grants broad authority to the Secretary of the Interior to control lease operations and, where appropriate,
undertake environmental monitoring studies; the Consolidated Offshore Operating Regulations (which
rescinded and replaced Alaska OCS Orders effective May 31, 1988); and the Fishermen’s Contingency
Fund.

Most of the following mitigating measures (Stipulations and ITL clauses) also are considered standard
itigati nres, because they have been selected in past OCS lease sales. Standard stipulations

| (Section IL.H.1)Jand ITL clauses are evaluated and factored into the effects analysis as part
of the proposed action and alternatives. The environmental effects analyses in discuss the
effectiveness of the stipulations described in this section where appropriate to a given resource. A
summary of the overall effectiveness of each stipulation is provided in the following section, immediately
after the text of the stipulation. Other mitigating measures were developed and analyzed in this EIS; these
are found under for stipulations being developed. The optional stipulations are as follows:
(a) Stipulation 6a No Siting of Permanent Facilities in the Vicinity of Cross Island for blocks outside the

Barrier Islands, (b) Stipulation 6b No Siting of Permanent Facilities in the Vicinity of Cross Island for
blocks inside the Barrier Islands, and (c) Stipulation 7 Pre-Booming Requirements for Fuel Transfers.

Some of the stipulations included in this analysis as assumed mitigating measures from past OCS oil and
gas lease sales in the Beaufort Sea have been slightly reworded to bring them up-to-date with current
information and situations (i.e., Protection of Biological Resources). Other changes were simply editorial
(Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to Protect Subsistence Whaling and Other Subsistence Activities).

The ITL clauses included as assumed mitigating measures also have been somewhat revised from past
sales. Some have not been included, because they have been incorporated into the MMS operating
regulations (i.e., Oil-Spill-Response Preparedness, Oil-Spill-Cleanup Capability, and Certification of Oil-
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Spill-Financial Responsibility) or are no longer applicable (Arctic Biological Task Force). Some have been
updated with current information (Bird and Marine Mammal Protection, Coastal Zone Management).

ILH.1. Standard Stipulations

The following standard stipulations are considered part of the proposed action and alternatives.
¢ No. 1 - Protection of Biological Resources
e  No. 2 - Orientation Program
e No. 3 - Transportation of Hydrocarbons
*  No. 4 - Industry Site-Specific Bowhead Whale-Monitoring Program
¢ No. 5 - Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to Protect Subsistence Whaling and Other Subsistence
Activities

A summary of the effectiveness of each stipulation follows the language of the stipulation

Il.LH.1.a. Stipulation No. 1 - Protection of Biological Resources

If biological populations or habitats that may require additional protection are identified in the lease
area by the Regional Supervisor, Field Operations (RS/FO), the RS/FO may require the lessee to
conduct biological surveys to determine the extent and composition of such biological populations or
habitats. The RS/FO shall give written notification to the lessee of the RS/FO’s decision to require
such surveys.

Based on any surveys that the RS/FO may require of the lessee or on other information available to the
RS/FO on special biological resources, the RS/FO may require the lessee to:

1. Relocate the site of operations;

2. Establish to the satisfaction of the RS/FO, on the basis of a site-specific survey, either that
such operations will not have a significant adverse effect upon the resource identified or that a
special biological resource does not exist;

3. Operate during those periods of time, as established by the RS/FO, that do not adversely
affect the biological resources; and/or

4. Modify operations to ensure that significant biological populations or habitats deserving
protection are not adversely affected.

If any area of biological significance should be discovered during the conduct of any operations on the
lease, the lessee shall immediately report such findings to the RS/FO and make every reasonable effort
to preserve and protect the biological resource from damage until the RS/FO has given the lessee
direction with respect to its protection.

The lessee shall submit all data obtained in the course of biological surveys to the RS/FO with the
locational information for drilling or other activity. The lessee may take no action that might affect the
biological populations or habitats surveyed until the RS/FO provides written directions to the lessee
with regard to permissible actions.

Summary of the Effectiveness of Stipulation No. 1. The level of protection provided by this
measure will depend on several factors:
e the size of population that might be subjected to adverse impacts and the number of individuals
within the population that would be afforded protection by this stipulation;
e the overall size of habitat used by the resource of concern and the portion of that habitat that may
be affected by offshore oil and gas operations; and
e the uniqueness of the population or habitat.
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Thus, the effectiveness of the stipulation could vary widely. If only a few members of a large population or
a small amount of a large habitat area were to be affected by oil and gas operations, the mitigative benefits
would be minimal. However, if many individuals of a small population or most of the area of unique
habitat is protected and the adverse effects are reduced or minimized because of this stipulation, then its
effectiveness could be substantial. This stipulation lowers the potential adverse effects to lower trophic-
level organisms, primary unknown kelp communities, or other unique biological communities, that may be
identified during oil and gas exploration or development activities and provided additional protection. It
also would provide protection to fish (including the migration of fish) from potential disturbance associated
with oil and gas exploration, development, and production. This stipulation does not change the level of
significant impacts that may occur from an unlikely large oil spill.

IlLH.1.b. Stipulation No. 2 - Orientation Program

The lessee shall include in any exploration or development and production plans submitted under 30 CFR
250.203 and 250.204 a proposed orientation program for all personnel involved in exploration or
development and production activities (including personnel of the lessee’s agents, contractors, and
subcontractors) for review and approval by the Regional Supervisor, Field Operations. The program shall
be designed in sufficient detail to inform individuals working on the project of specific types of
environmental, social, and cultural concerns that relate to the sale and adjacent areas. The program shall
address the importance of not disturbing archaeological and biological resources and habitats, including
endangered species, fisheries, bird colonies, and marine mammals and provide guidance on how to avoid
disturbance. This guidance will include the production and distribution of information cards on endangered
and/or threatened species in the sale area. The program shall be designed to increase the sensitivity and
understanding of personnel to community values, customs, and lifestyles in areas in which such personnel
will be operating. The orientation program shall also include information concerning avoidance of
conflicts with subsistence, commercial fishing activities, and pertinent mitigation.

The program shall be attended at least once a year by all personnel involved in onsite exploration or
development and production activities (including personnel of the lessee’s agents, contractors, and
subcontractors) and all supervisory and managerial personnel involved in lease activities of the lessee and
its agents, contractors, and subcontractors.

The lessee shall maintain a record of all personnel who attend the program onsite for so long as the site is
active, not to exceed 5 years. This record shall include the name and date(s) of attendance of each attendee.

Summary of the Effectiveness of Stipulation No. 2. This stipulation provides positive mitigating effects
by requiring that all personnel involved in petroleum activities on the North Slope resulting from any leases
issued from any of the three sales be aware of the unique environmental, social, and cultural values of the
local Inupiat residents and their environment. This stipulation should help avoid damage or destruction of
environmental, cultural, and archaeological resources through awareness and understanding of historical
and cultural values. It also would help minimize potential conflicts between subsistence hunting and
gathering activities and oil and gas activities that may occur. However, the extent of reduction offered by
this stipulation is difficult to measure directly or indirectly.

This stipulation provides protection to fish (including the migration of fish), pinnipeds, polar bears,
bowhead whales, gray whales, and beluga whales from potential disturbances associated with oil and gas
exploration, development, and production by increasing the awareness of workers to their surrounding
environment. It increases the sensitivity to and understanding by workers of the values, customs, and
lifestyles of Native communities and reduces the potential conflicts with subsistence resources and hunting
activities. This stipulation does not change or lower the level of significant impacts that may occur from an
unlikely large oil spill.

ll.LH.1.c. Stipulation No. 3 - Transportation of Hydrocarbons

Pipelines will be required: (a) if pipeline rights-of-way can be determined and obtained; (b) if laying such
pipelines is technologically feasible and environmentally preferable; and (c) if, in the opinion of the lessor,
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pipelines can be laid without net social loss, taking into account any incremental costs of pipelines over
alternative methods of transportation and any incremental benefits in the form of increased environmental
protection or reduced multiple-use conflicts. The lessor specifically reserves the right to require that any
pipeline used for transporting production to shore be placed in certain designated management areas. In
selecting the means of transportation, consideration will be given to recommendations of any advisory
groups and Federal, State, and local governments and industry.

Following the development of sufficient pipeline capacity, no crude oil production will be transported by
surface vessel from offshore production sites, except in the case of an emergency. Determinations as to
emergency conditions and appropriate responses to these conditions will be made by the Regional
Supervisor, Field Operations.

Summary of the Effectiveness of Stipulation No. 3. This stipulation reflects the agency preference for
transporting offshore oil and gas in pipelines, especially in the arctic environment, where much of the area
is covered by sea ice for much of the year. This stipulation is consistent with the North Slope Borough
Coastal Management Program policy. This stipulation helps reduce or moderate the potential effects to
water quality, lower trophic-level organisms, fish and fish migration, endangered species, marine
mammals, etc.; however, it does not reduce the potential significant adverse effects from an unlikely large
oil spill to any of potentially affected resource to below significance threshold levels.

IlLH.1.d. Stipulation No. 4 - Industry Site-Specific Bowhead Whale-
Monitoring Program

Lessees proposing to conduct exploratory drilling operations, including seismic surveys, during the
bowhead whale migration will be required to conduct a site-specific monitoring program approved by the
Regional Supervisor, Field Operations (RS/FO); unless, based on the size, timing, duration, and scope of
the proposed operations, the RS/FO, in consultation with the North Slope Borough (NSB) and the Alaska
Eskimo Whaling Commission (AEWC), determine that a monitoring program is not necessary. The RS/FO
will provide the NSB, AEWC, and the State of Alaska a minimum of 30 but no longer than 60 calendar
days to review and comment on a proposed monitoring program prior to approval. The monitoring program
must be approved each year before exploratory drilling operations can be commenced.

The monitoring program will be designed to assess when bowhead whales are present in the vicinity of
lease operations and the extent of behavioral effects on bowhead whales due to these operations. In
designing the program, lessees must consider the potential scope and extent of effects that the type of
operation could have on bowhead whales. Experiences relayed by subsistence hunters indicate that,
depending on the type of operations, some whales demonstrate avoidance behavior at distances of up to 35
mi. The program must also provide for the following:

(1) Recording and reporting information on sighting of other marine mammals and the extent of
behavioral effects due to operations,

(2) Inviting an AEWC or NSB representative to participate in the monitoring program as an observer,

3) Coordinating the monitoring logistics beforehand with the MMS Bowhead Whale Aerial Survey
Project (BWASP),

4) Submitting daily monitoring results to the MMS BWASP,

(5) Submitting a draft report on the results of the monitoring program to the RS/FO within 60 days

following the completion of the operation. The RS/FO will distribute this draft report to the
AEWC, the NSB, the State of Alaska, and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).

(6) Submitting a final report on the results of the monitoring program to the RS/FO. The final report
will include a discussion of the results of the peer review of the draft report. The RS/FO will
distribute this report to the AEWC, the NSB, the State of Alaska, and the NMFS.

Lessees will be required to fund an independent peer review of a proposed monitoring plan and the draft
report on the results of the monitoring program. This peer review will consist of independent reviewers
who have knowledge and experience in statistics, monitoring marine mammal behavior, the type and extent
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of the proposed operations, and an awareness of traditional knowledge. The peer reviewers will be selected
by the RS/FO from experts recommended by the NSB, the AEWC, industry, NMFS, and MMS. The
results of these peer reviews will be provided to the RS/FO for consideration in final approval of the
monitoring program and the final report, with copies to the NSB, AEWC, and the State of Alaska.

In the event the lessee is seeking a Letter of Authorization (LOA) or Incidental Harassment Authorization
(IHA) for incidental take from the NMFS, the monitoring program and review process required under the
LOA or IHA may satisfy the requirements of this stipulation. Lessees must advise the RS/FO when it is
seeking an LOA or IHA in lieu of meeting the requirements of this stipulation and provide the RS/FO with
copies of all pertinent submittals and resulting correspondence. The RS/FO will coordinate with the NMFS
and advise the lessee if the LOA or IHA will meet these requirements.

This stipulation applies to the following blocks for the time periods listed and will remain in effect until
termination or modification by the Department of the Interior, after consultation with the NMFS and the
NSB.

Spring Migration Area: April 1 through June 15

OPD: NR 05-01, Dease Inlet. Blocks included: 6102-6111, 6152-6167, 6202-6220, 6252-6270, 6302-
6321, 6354-6371, 6404-6423, 6454-6473, 6504-6523, 6554-6573, 6604-6623, 6654-6673, 6717-6723

OPD: NR 05-02, Harrison Bay North: Blocks included: 6401-6404, 6451-6454, 6501-6506, 6551-6556,
6601-6609, 6651-6659, 6701-6716

Central Fall Migration Area: September 1 through October 31

OPD: NR 05-01, Dease Inlet. Blocks included: 6102-6111, 6152-6167, 6202-6220, 6252-6270, 6302-
6321, 6354-6371, 6404-6423, 6454-6473, 6504-6523, 6554-6573, 6604-6623, 6654-6673, 6704-6723,
6754-6773, 6804-6823, 6856-6873, 6908-6923, 6960-6973, 7011-7023, 7062-7073, 7112-7123

OPD: NR 05-02, Harrison Bay North. Blocks included: 6401-6404, 6451-6454, 6501-6506, 6551-6556,
6601-6609, 6651-6659, 6701-6716, 6751-6766, 6801-6818, 6851-6868, 6901-6923, 6951-6973, 7001-
7023, 7051-7073, 7101-7123

OPD: NR 05-03, Teshekpuk. Blocks included: 6015-6024, 6067-6072

OPD: NR 05-04, Harrison Bay. Blocks included: 6001-6023, 6052-6073, 6105-6123, 6157-6173, 6208-
6223, 6258-6274, 6309-6324, 6360-6374, 6410-6424, 6461-6471, 6513-6519, 6565-6566

OPD: NR 06-01, Beechey Point North. Blocks included: 6901-6911, 6951-6962, 7001-7012, 7051-7062,
7101-7113

OPD: NR 06-03, Beechey Point. Blocks included: 6002-6014, 6052-6064, 6102-6114, 6152-6169, 6202-
6220, 6251-6274, 6301-6324, 6351-6374, 6401-6424, 6456-6474, 6509-6524, 6868-6574, 6618-6624,
6671-6674, 6722-6724, 6773

OPD: NR 06-04, Flaxman Island. Blocks included: 6301-6303, 6351-6359, 6401-6409, 6451-6459,
6501-6509, 6551-6559, 6601-6609, 6651-6659, 6701-6709, 6751-6759, 6802-6809, 6856-6859,

Eastern Fall Migration: August 1 through October 31
OPD: NR 06-04, Flaxman Island. Blocks included: 6360-6364, 6410-6424, 6460-6474, 6510-6524,

6560-6574, 6610-6624, 6660-6674, 6710-6724, 6760-6774, 6810-6824, 6860-6874, 6910-6924, 6961-
6974, 7013-7022, 7066-7070, 7118-7119
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OPD: NR 07-03, Barter Island. Blocks included: 6401-6405, 6451-6455, 6501-6505, 6551-6555, 6601-
6605, 6651-6655, 6701-6705, 6751-6756, 6801-6807, 6851-6859, 6901-6911, 6958-6963, 7010-7013,
7061-7067, 7113-7117

OPD: NR 07-05, Demarcation Point. Blocks included: 6016-6022, 6067-6072, 6118-6125, 6169-6175,
6221-6226, 6273-6276, 6323-6326

OPD: NR 07-06, Mackenzie Canyon. Blocks included: 6201, 6251, 6301, 6351

Summary of the Effectiveness of Stipulation No. 4. This stipulation provides site-specific information
about the migration of bowhead whales that could occur from oil and gas activities from the proposed lease
sales. The information can be used to evaluate the threat of harm to the species and provides immediate
information about the activities of bowhead whales and their response to specific events. This stipulation
helps address the National Marine Fisheries Service concerns and recommendations to reduce potential
effects to exploration activities. This stipulation also contributes incremental and important information to
ongoing whale research and monitoring efforts and to the information database for bowhead whales. This
stipulation helps reduce effects to subsistence-harvest patterns and to the overall sociocultural systems that
place special value to bowhead whale harvests and the traditional activities of sharing this harvest with the
other members of the community. This stipulation helps provide mitigation to potential effects of oil and
gas activities to the local Native whale hunters and subsistence users. It is considered to be a positive
action by the Native community under environmental justice.

IlLH.1.e. Stipulation No. 5 - Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to Protect
Subsistence Whaling and Other Subsistence Activities

Exploration and development and production operations shall be conducted in a manner that prevents
unreasonable conflicts between the oil and gas industry and subsistence activities (including, but not
limited to, bowhead whale subsistence hunting).

Prior to submitting an exploration plan or development and production plan (including associated oil-spill
contingency plans) to the MMS for activities proposed during the bowhead whale migration period, the
lessee shall consult with the directly affected subsistence communities, Barrow, Kaktovik, or Nuigsut, the
North Slope Borough (NSB), and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (AEWC) to discuss potential
conflicts with the siting, timing, and methods of proposed operations and safeguards or mitigating measures
which could be implemented by the operator to prevent unreasonable conflicts. Through this consultation,
the lessee shall make every reasonable effort, including such mechanisms as a conflict avoidance
agreement, to assure that exploration, development, and production activities are compatible with whaling
and other subsistence hunting activities and will not result in unreasonable interference with subsistence
harvests.

A discussion of resolutions reached during this consultation process and plans for continued consultation
shall be included in the exploration plan or the development and production plan. In particular, the lessee
shall show in the plan how its activities, in combination with other activities in the area, will be scheduled
and located to prevent unreasonable conflicts with subsistence activities. Lessees shall also include a
discussion of multiple or simultaneous operations, such as ice management and seismic activities, that can
be expected to occur during operations in order to more accurately assess the potential for any cumulative
affects. Communities, individuals, and other entities who were involved in the consultation shall be
identified in the plan. The Regional Supervisor/Field Operations (RS/FO) shall send a copy of the
exploration plan or development and production plan (including associated oil-spill contingency plans) to
the directly affected communities, and the AEWC at the time they are submitted to the MMS to allow
concurrent review and comment as part of the plan approval process.

In the event no agreement is reached between the parties, the lessee, the AEWC, the NSB, the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFES), or any of the subsistence communities that could be affected directly by
the proposed activity may request that the RS/FO assemble a group consisting of representatives from the
subsistence communities, AEWC, NSB, NMFS, and the lessee(s) to specifically address the conflict and
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attempt to resolve the issues before making a final determination on the adequacy of the measures taken to
prevent unreasonable conflicts with subsistence harvests. Upon request, the RS/FO will assemble this
group if the RS/FO determines such a meeting is warranted and relevant before making a final
determination on the adequacy of the measures taken to prevent unreasonable conflicts with subsistence
harvests.

The lessee shall notify the RS/FO of all concerns expressed by subsistence hunters during operations and of
steps taken to address such concerns. Lease-related use will be restricted when the RS/FO determines it is
necessary to prevent unreasonable conflicts with local subsistence hunting activities.

In enforcing this stipulation, the RS/FO will work with other agencies and the public to assure that potential
conflicts are identified and efforts are taken to avoid these conflicts.

Subsistence whaling activities occur generally during the following periods:

August to October: Kaktovik whalers use the area circumscribed from Anderson Point in
Camden Bay to a point 30 kilometers north of Barter Island to Humphrey Point east of Barter
Island. Nuiqgsut whalers use an area extending from a line northward of the Nechelik Channel of
the Colville River to Flaxman Island, seaward of the Barrier Islands.

September to October: Barrow hunters use the area circumscribed by a western boundary
extending approximately 15 kilometers west of Barrow, a northern boundary 50 kilometers north
of Barrow, then southeastward to a point about 50 kilometers off Cooper Island, with an eastern
boundary on the east side of Dease Inlet. Occasional use may extend eastward as far as Cape
Halkett.

Summary of the Effectiveness of Stipulation No. 5. This stipulation, which has evolved from the
Oil/Whaler Cooperative Program required in Sale 97, has been adopted in all Beaufort Sea sales since Sale
124, although the wording and requirements of the stipulation have changed over time. This stipulation
helps reduce potential conflicts between subsistence hunters and whalers and potential oil and gas
activities. This stipulation helps to reduce noise and disturbance conflicts from oil and gas operations
during specific periods, such as the annual spring and fall whale hunts. It requires that the lessees meet
with local communities and subsistence groups to resolve potential conflicts. This stipulation reduces the
potential adverse effects from the proposed sales to subsistence-harvest patterns, sociocultural systems, and
to environmental justice. This stipulation was requested during scoping by the North Slope Borough and
the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission. The consultations required by this stipulation ensure that
lessees, including contractors, consult and coordinate both the timing and siting of events with subsistence
activities.

This stipulation has proven to be effective in mitigating prelease (primarily seismic activities) and
exploration activities through the development of the annual oil/whaler agreement between the Alaska
Eskimo Whaling Commission and oil companies. The requirements of the stipulation apply to
development and production activities and can reduce the potential adverse effects to subsistence-whaling
activities.

This stipulation provides mitigation to same subsistence-whaling activities as those being addressed in
potential Stipulations 6a and 6b. Stipulation 5 is more general and applies all oil and gas activities and to
the whole sale area, if adopted. Stipulations 6a and 6b address only a very specific area around Cross
Island for development and production. Stipulation 6a prohibits the siting of permanent facilities outside
the barrier islands, unless the lessee demonstrates to the Regional Supervisor/Field Operations, in
consultation with Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission and the North Slope Borough, that the proposed
facility will not preclude reasonable subsistence access to whales. The consultation and negotiation process
for the lessee could be very similar to the process used for Stipulation 5.

Because of the consultative nature of this stipulation, we cannot determine the differences in protection
offered to subsistence-whaling activities, specifically in the Cross Island area, between Stipulations 5 and
6a. Stipulation 6b, which limits the siting of permanent facilities inside the barrier islands would provide
little if any additional protection to that offered by Stipulation 5, because subsistence whales and the whale
migration occur seaward of the barrier islands.
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Il.LH.2. Other Stipulations Developed for Consideration in this EIS

Il.LH.2.a. Stipulation No. 6a - Permanent Facility Siting in the Vicinity
Seaward of Cross Island

Permanent OCS production facility siting within a defined 10-mile radius seaward of Cross Island will
be prohibited unless the lessee demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Regional Director, in
consultation with the North Slope Borough and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, that the
development will not preclude reasonable subsistence access to whales. In making such a
demonstration, the lessee shall follow the processes and requirements for consultation and mitigation
of unreasonable conflicts as set out in Stipulation No. 5.

For purposes of analysis and for decision making, this stipulation is divided into two parts. Stipulation
6a will apply the 10-mile radius around Cross Island only outside the barrier islands. Stipulation 6b
will apply the 10-mile radius only to those blocks within the barrier islands. The EIS analysts will
conduct their evaluation of the effects of the proposed action and its Alternatives taking into account
these two subsets of Stipulation 6 and will discuss any difference in effects that these stipulations may
cause.

OPD; NR 06-03 Beechey Point; Blocks: 6415A; 6416A; 6417A; 6418A; 6419A; 6464B, D,
F; 6465A, B; 6466A, B; 6467A, B; 6468A, B; 6469A, B; 6470A; 6514B, D, E, F, H; 6515B,
C,D, E; 6516B, C, F; 6517B, D; 6518B; 6519A, B; 6520A; 6521A; 6565B; 6566B, E;
6568B; 6569A, B; 6570A, B; 6571A, C; 6618B, C, E; 6619A, B, C; 6620B, D; 6621B,;
6670B.

Summary of the Effectiveness of Stipulation No. 6a. This stipulation prohibits permanent facilities
within the 10-mile radius seaward of the barrier islands, unless the lessee demonstrates to the satisfaction of
the MMS Regional Director, in consultation with the North Slope Borough and the Alaska Eskimo

Whaling Commission, that the development will not preclude reasonable subsistence access. This
stipulation would reduce the potential conflict between subsistence-hunting activities and oil and gas
development and operational activities with the key areas seaward of Cross Island where the community of
Nuigsut’s subsistence whaling takes place. This stipulation also could reduce that potential that noise from
a facility in this area could deflect the bowhead whales farther offshore.

As stated above, Stipulation 5 and potential Stipulations 6a and 6b are directed towards mitigating potential
subsistence conflicts. To a great extent, these stipulations are duplicative. They both require the lessee to
meet and consult with the subsistence hunters. They both require negotiation and agreement before
activities could proceed. Stipulation 5 covers exploration activities in addition to development and
production activities over the entire sale area. Stipulations 6a and 6b cover permanent facilities only within
a 10-mile radius seaward of Cross Island.

Stipulation 6a could prevent the development and production of oil and gas resources (if they exist and are
discovered during exploration), if it is determined by the Regional Director that the proposed facilities
would preclude reasonable access to subsistence bowhead whales.

IlLH.2.b. Stipulation No. 6b - Permanent Facility Siting in the Vicinity
Shoreward of Cross Island

Permanent OCS production facility siting within a defined 10-mile radius shoreward of Cross Island
will be prohibited unless the lessee demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Regional Director, in
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consultation with the North Slope Borough and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, that the
development will not preclude reasonable subsistence access to whales. In making such a
demonstration, the lessee shall follow the processes and requirements for consultation and mitigation
of unreasonable conflicts as set out in Stipulation 5.

OPD; NR 06-03 Beechey Point; Blocks: 6616B, H, I; 6664C, H, I; 6665C, G, H, I, K;
6666D, G, H, J; 6667C, D, G; 6668B, C, E, F; 6669B, D, F; 6717B; 6718B, C, E, F, G;
6719B; 6768B; 67691, J.

Note. Except for the aerial extent, the text or wording in Stipulations 6a and 6b identical. If both
stipulations are selected, they may be combined. Their locations are shown on

Summary of the Effectiveness of Stipulation No. 6b. Stipulation 6b prohibits permanent facilities within
the 10-mile radius shoreward of the barrier islands, unless the lessee demonstrates to the satisfaction of the
MMS Regional Director, in consultation with the North Slope Borough and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling
Commission, that the development will not preclude reasonable subsistence access. This stipulation would
reduce the potential for collisions with oil and gas facilities for marine and coastal birds, including the
spectacled and Steller’s eiders. This stipulation would provide little protection to subsistence-whaling
activities, because the whale migration and most whale hunting (based on the whale-strike data) take place
outside the barrier islands, not inside. This stipulation would provide little or no additional protection to
subsistence whaling or bowhead whales from that provided by Stipulation 5. The increased protection
offered by this stipulation to marine and coastal birds, including the spectacled and Steller's eiders, to
eliminate potential collisions with offshore oil and gas facilities is not significant to the populations of
concern.

IlLH.2.c. Stipulation No. 7 - Pre-Booming Requirements for Fuel Transfers

Fuel transfers (excluding gasoline transfers) of 100 barrels or more occurring 3 weeks prior to or
during the bowhead whale migration will require pre-booming of the fuel barge(s). The fuel barge
must be surrounded by an oil-spill-containment boom during the entire transfer operation to help
reduce any adverse effects from a fuel spill. This stipulation is applicable to the blocks and migration
times listed in the stipulation on Industry Site-Specific Bowhead Whale-Monitoring. The Lessee’s oil-
spill-contingency plans must include procedures for the pretransfer booming of the fuel barge(s).

Summary of the Effectiveness of Stipulation No. 7. This stipulation would lower the potential effects to
water quality, lower trophic-level organisms, subsistence resources, and sociocultural systems by providing
additional protection to the bowhead whale from potential fuel spills that may occur just prior to or during
the bowhead whale-migration period. This stipulation would be an added caution to further reduce the
chance of any fuel spill contacting a bowhead whale. It would moderate the adverse effects of a fuel spill
to water quality. Such a spill is unlikely to occur; however, if it did occur just prior to or during the whale
migration, it could result in adverse impacts to the bowhead whale and subsistence hunting. This
stipulation would be effective in reducing those risks of harm to a whale or that a harvested whale may be
tainted from a potential spill by containing any potential spill within the boom area. This requirement
applies only to period just prior to and during the whale-migration period. A similar procedure is part of
the Northstar fuel-transfer plan.

Il.LH.2.d. Stipulation No. 8 — Lighting of Lease Structures to Minimize
Effects to Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders

To minimize the likelihood that migrating spectacled or Steller’s eiders will strike lease structures
associated with offshore drilling, all structures so identified by MMS, must be lighted and/or marked in a
manner that does not attract them and minimizes the likelihood they would collide with the structures. The
MMS and the Fish and Wildlife Service will cooperatively develop lighting requirements and identify
where, when, and on what type of structures the requirements should be applied. Specific lighting
requirements will be developed by April 1, 2004, at which time MMS will issue these requirements.
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The radiation of light outward from structures must be minimized by shading and/or light fixture placement
to direct light inward and downward to living and work surfaces while minimizing light radiating upward
and outward. These requirements will not apply between October 31 and May 1 of each year, when eiders
are not likely to be present.

Lessees are required to report Steller’s and/or spectacled eiders injured or killed through collisions with
lease structures, to the Fairbanks Fish and Wildlife Field Office, Endangered Species Branch, Fairbanks,
Alaska at (907) 456-0499 for instruction on the handling and disposal of the injured or dead bird.

Summary of the Effectiveness of Stipulation No. 8. The Biological Opinion issued by the Fish and
Wildlife Service specifies a reasonable and prudent measure necessary and appropriate to minimize
potential adverse impacts to this species. To be exempt from the prohibitions of Section 9 of the Act, the
MMS must comply with the terms and conditions identified in the Biological Opinion. This stipulation
requires all structures to be lighted and/or marked to improve visibility to migrating spectacled and Steller’s
eider, the minimization of outward radiating light, and the reporting of any injured or killed spectacled or
Steller’s eider. The lighting requirements do not apply between October 31 and May 1 of each year, when
eiders are not likely to be present.

A lighting strategy will be developed jointly by the MMS and the Fish and Wildlife Service using available
information on bird-avoidance measures. This strategy will be modified, as appropriate, if significant new
information on bird-avoidance measures becomes available during activities covered by this consultation.
Modification will be developed jointly by the MMS and the Fish and Wildlife Service.

This stipulation could reduce the potential for spectacled and Steller’s eiders to strike structures, which
would lessen the potential effects of OCS exploration and development on these species.

11.H.3. Standard Information to Lessee Clauses

Information to Lessee clauses 1 through 16 are standard and apply to OCS activities in the Beaufort Sea.
They are considered part of the proposed action and alternatives for the Beaufort multiple-sale EIS for
analysis purposes.

No. 1 - Information on Community Participation in Operations Planning

No. 2 - Information on Kaktovikmiut Guide In this Place

No. 3 - Information on Nuiqsutmiut Paper

No. 4 - Information on Bird and Marine Mammal Protection

No. 5 - Information on River Deltas

No. 6 - Information on Endangered Whales and MMS Monitoring Program

No. 7 - The Availability of Bowhead Whales for Subsistence-Hunting Activities

No. 8 - Information on High-Resolution Geological and Geophysical Survey Activity
No. 9 - Information on Polar Bear Interaction

No. 10 - Information on the Spectacled Eider and Steller’s Eider

No. 11 - Information on Sensitive Areas to be Considered in Oil-Spill-Contingency Plans
No. 12 - Information on Coastal Zone Management

No. 13 - Information on Navigational Safety

No. 14 - Information on Offshore Pipelines

No. 15 - Information on Discharge of Produced Waters

No. 16 - Information on Use of Existing Pads and Islands

No. 1 - Information on Community Participation in Operations Planning. Lessees are encouraged
to bring one or more residents of communities in the area of operations into their planning process.
Local communities often have the best understanding of how oil and gas activities can be conducted
safely in and around their area without harming the environment or interfering with community
activities. Involving local community residents in the earliest stages of the planning process for
proposed oil and gas activities can be beneficial to the industry and the community. Community
representation on management teams developing plans of operation, oil spill contingency plans, and
other permit applications can help communities understand permitting obligations and help the

II-18



OCS EIS/EA MMS 2003-001 FEBRUARY 2003

industry to understand community values and expectations for oil and gas operations being conducted
in and around their area.

No. 2 - Information on Kaktovikmiut Guide In This Place. The people of Kaktovik, the
Kaktovikmiut, have compiled “A Guide for Those Wishing to Work in The Country of the
Kaktovikmiut.” The guide’s intent, in part, is to provide information that may promote a better
understanding of their concerns. Lessees are encouraged to obtain copies of the guide and to
incorporate it into their Orientation Program to assist in fostering sensitivity and understanding of
personnel to community values, customs, and lifestyles in areas in which they will be operating.

No. 3 - Information on Nuiqsutmiut Paper. The people of Nuigsut, the Nuigsutmiut, have compiled
a paper for people working in their country. The paper provides information that may promote a better
understanding of their concerns. Lessees are encouraged to obtain copies of the paper and to
incorporate it into their Orientation Program to assist in fostering sensitivity and understanding of
personnel to community values, customs, and lifestyles in areas in which they will be operating.

No. 4 - Information on Bird and Marine Mammal Protection. . Lessees are advised that during the
conduct of all activities related to leases issued as a result of this sale, the lessee and its agents,
contractors, and subcontractors will be subject to the provisions of the Marine Mammal Protection Act
(MMPA) of 1972, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.); the Endangered Species Act (ESA), as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); and applicable International Treaties.

Lessees and their contractors should be aware that disturbance of wildlife could be determined to
constitute harm or harassment and thereby be in violation of existing laws and treaties. With respect to
endangered species and marine mammals, disturbance could be determined to constitute a “taking”
situation. Under the ESA, the term “take” is defined to mean “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Under the MMPA,
“take” means “harass, hunt, capture, or kill or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or kill any marine
mammal.” These Acts and applicable Treaties require violations be reported to the NMFS or the FWS,
as appropriate.

Incidental taking of marine mammals and endangered and threatened species is allowed only when the
statutory requirements of the MMPA and/or the ESA are met. Section 101(a)(5) of the MMPA (16
U.S.C. 1371(a)(5)) allows for the taking of small numbers of marine mammals incidental to a specified
activity within a specified geographical area. Section 7(b)(4) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1536(b)(4))
allows for the incidental taking of endangered and threatened species under certain circumstances. Ifa
marine mammal species is listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA, the requirements of both
the MMPA and the ESA must be met before the incidental take can be allowed.

Under the MMPA and ESA, the NMFS is responsible for species of the order Cetacea (whales and
dolphins) and the suborder Pinnipedia (seals and sea lions) except walrus; the FWS is responsible for
polar bears, sea otters, walrus, and birds. Procedural regulations implementing the provisions of the
MMPA are found at 50 CFR Part 18.27 for FWS, and at 50 CFR Part 228 for NMFS.

Lessees are advised that specific regulations must be applied for and in place and that a Letter of
Authorization (LOA) or Incidental Harassment Authorization (IHA) must be obtained by those
proposing the activity to allow the incidental take of marine mammals whether or not they are
endangered or threatened. The regulatory process may require 1 year or longer.

Of particular concern is disturbance at major wildlife concentration areas, including bird colonies,
marine mammal haulout and breeding areas, and wildlife refuges and parks. Maps depicting major
wildlife concentration areas in the lease area are available from the RS/FO. Lessees are also
encouraged to confer with the FWS and NMFS in planning transportation routes between support
bases and lease holdings.

Lessees should exercise particular caution when operating in the vicinity of species whose populations
are known or thought to be declining and which are not protected under the ESA; such as, Pacific
walrus. These regulations have been extended until March 31, 2003 (50 CFR 18.123 et seq.).
Incidental take regulations are promulgated only upon request and the FWS must be in receipt of a
petition prior to initiating the regulatory process. Incidental, but not intentional, taking is authorized
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only by U.S. citizens holding an LOA issued pursuant to these regulations. An LOA or IHA must be
requested annually.

Behavioral disturbance of most birds and mammals found in or near the lease area would be unlikely if
aircraft and vessels maintain at least a 1-mile horizontal distance and aircraft maintain at least a 1,500-
foot vertical distance above known or observed wildlife concentration areas, such as bird colonies and
marine mammal haulout and breeding areas.

For the protection of endangered whales and marine mammals throughout the lease area, it is
recommended that all aircraft operators maintain a minimum 1,500-foot altitude when in transit
between support bases and exploration sites. Lessees and their contractors are encouraged to minimize
or reroute trips to and from the leasehold by aircraft and vessels when endangered whales are likely to
be in the area.

Human safety will take precedence at all times over these recommendations.

No. 5 - Information to Lessees on River Deltas. Lessees are advised that certain river deltas of the
Beaufort Sea coastal plain (such as the Kongakut, Canning, and Colville) have been identified by the
FWS as special habitats for bird nesting and fish overwintering areas, as well as other forms of
wildlife. Shore-based facilities in these river deltas may be prohibited by the permitting agency.

No. 6 - Information on Endangered Whales and MMS Monitoring Program. Lessees are advised
that the MMS intends to continue its area wide endangered bowhead whale monitoring program in the
Beaufort Sea. The program will gather information on whale distribution patterns which will be used
by MMS and others to assess impacts on bowhead whales.

The MMS will perform an environmental review for each proposed exploration plan and development
and production plan, including an assessment of cumulative effects of noise on endangered whales.
Should the review conclude that activities described in the plan will be a threat of serious, irreparable,
or immediate harm to the species, the RS/FO will require that activities be modified, or otherwise
mitigated before such activities would be approved.

Lessees are further advised that the RS/FO has the authority and intends to limit or suspend any
operations, including preliminary activities, as defined under 30 CFR 250.201, on a lease whenever
bowhead whales are subject to a threat of serious, irreparable, or immediate harm to the species.
Should the information obtained from MMS or lessees’ monitoring programs indicate that there is a
threat of serious, irreparable, or immediate harm to the species, the RS/FO will take action to protect
the species. The RS/FO may require the lessee to suspend operations causing such effects, in
accordance with 30 CFR 250.168. Any such suspensions may be terminated when the RS/FO
determines that circumstances which justified the ordering of suspension no longer exist.

No. 7 - Information on the Availability of Bowhead Whales for Subsistence Hunting Activities.
Lessees are advised that the NMFS issues regulations for incidental take of marine mammals,
including bowhead whales. Incidental take regulations are promulgated only upon request and the
NMFS must be in receipt of a petition prior to initiating the regulatory process. Incidental takes of
bowhead whales are allowed only if an LOA or an IHA is obtained from the NMFS pursuant to the
regulations in effect at the time. An LOA or an IHA must be requested annually. In issuing an LOA
or an IHA, the NMFS must determine that proposed activities will not have an unmitigable adverse
effect on the availability of the bowhead whale to meet subsistence needs by causing whales to
abandon or avoid hunting areas, directly displacing subsistence users, or placing physical barriers
between whales and subsistence users.

Lessees are also advised that, in reviewing proposed exploration plans which propose activities during
the bowhead whale migration, the MMS will conduct an environmental review of the potential effects
of the activities, including cumulative effects of multiple or simultaneous operations, on the
availability of the bowhead whale for subsistence use. The MMS may limit or require operations be
modified if they could result in significant effects on the availability of the bowhead whale for
subsistence use.
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The MMS and the NMFS will establish procedures to coordinate results from site-specific surveys
required by Stipulation No. 4 and NMFS LOA’s or IHA’s to determine if further modification to lease
operations are necessary.

No. 8 - Information on High-Resolution Geological and Geophysical Survey Activity. Lessees are
advised of the potential effect of geological and geophysical (G&G) activity to bowhead whales and
subsistence hunting activities. High resolution G&G surveys are distinguished from 2-D and 3-D
geophysical surveys by the magnitude of the energy source used in the survey, the size of the survey
area, the number and length of arrays used, and duration of the survey period. High resolution G&G
surveys are typically conducted after a lease sale in association with a specific exploration or
development program or in anticipation of future lease sale activity. The 2-D and 3-D geophysical
surveys are typically conducted prior to lease sales.

Lessees are advised that all G&G survey activity conducted in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area, either
under the pre-lease permitting regulations at 30 CFR 251, or as part of an approved exploration or
development and production plan under 30 CFR 250, is subject to environmental and regulatory
review by the MMS. It is the intention of MMS to treat pre-lease G&G activities in a manner similar
to the post-lease G&G activities. The MMS has standard mitigating measures which are applied to
these activities, and lessees are encouraged to review these measures before developing their
applications for G&G permits. Copies of the non-proprietary portions of all G&G permit applications
will be provided by MMS to the NSB, the AEWC, and directly affected subsistence communities for
comment. The MMS may impose restrictions (including the timing of operations relative to open
water) and other requirements (such as having a locally approved coordinator on board) on G&G
surveys to minimize unreasonable conflicts between the G&G survey and subsistence whaling
activities.

Lessees and applicants are advised that MMS will require any proposed G&G activity to be
coordinated with directly affected subsistence communities, the NSB, and the AEWC to identify
potential conflicts and develop plans to avoid these conflicts. Copies of the results of any required
monitoring plans will be provided by MMS to the directly affected subsistence communities, the NSB,
and the AEWC for comment.

No. 9 - Information on Polar Bear Interaction. Lessees are advised that polar bears may be present
in the area of operations, particularly during the solid-ice period. Lessees should conduct their
activities in a manner which will limit potential encounters and interaction between lease operations
and polar bears. The FWS is responsible for the protection of polar bears under the provisions of the
MMPA of 1972, as amended. Lessees are advised to contact the FWS regarding proposed operations
and actions that might be taken to minimize interactions with polar bears. Lessees also are advised to
consult “OCS Study MMS 93-0008, Guidelines for Oil and Gas Operations in Polar Bear Habitats.”

The FWS must be in receipt of a petition for incidental take prior to initiating the regulatory process.
Incidental takes of polar bears are allowed only if an LOA or an I[HA is obtained from the FWS
pursuant to the regulations in effect at the time. An LOA or an IHA must be requested annually.

Lessees are reminded of the provisions of the 30 CFR 250.300 regulations which prohibit discharges of
pollutants into offshore waters. Trash, waste, or other debris which might attract polar bears or be
harmful to polar bears should be properly stored and disposed of to minimize attraction of, or
encounters with, polar bears.

No. 10 - Information on the Spectacled Eider and Steller’s Eider. . Lessees are advised that the
spectacled eider (Somateria fischeri) and Steller’s eider (Polysticta stelleri) are listed as threatened by
the FWS and are protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seq.).

Spectacled eiders and Steller’s eiders are present in the Chukchi and Beaufort seas during spring
migration in May and June. Males return to the open sea in late June, while nesting females remain on
the arctic coastal tundra until late August or early September. Onshore activities related to OCS
exploration, development, and production during the summer months (May-September) may affect
nesting spectacled eiders and Steller’s eiders.
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Lessees are advised that exploration and development and production plans submitted to MMS will be
reviewed by the FWS to ensure that the spectacled eider and the Steller’s eider and their habitats are
protected.

No. 11 - Information on Sensitive Areas to be Considered in the Qil-Spill Contingency Plans
(OSCP) Lessees are advised that certain areas are especially valuable for their concentrations of
marine birds, marine mammals, fishes, other biological resources, or cultural resources, and for their
importance to subsistence harvest activities, and should be considered when developing OSCP’s.
Identified areas and time periods of special biological and cultural sensitivity include:

(1) the lead system off Point Barrow, April-June;

) the salt marshes from Kogru Inlet to Smith Bay, June-September;
3) the Plover Islands, June-September;

4 the Boulder Patch in Stefansson Sound, June-October;

&) the Camden Bay area (especially the Nuvugag and Kaninniivik hunting sites),
January, April-September, November;

(6) the Canning River Delta, January-December;

@) the Barter Island - Demarcation Point Area, January-December;
®) the Colville River Delta, January-December;

) the Cross, Pole, Egg, and Thetis Islands, June-October;

(10) the Flaxman Island waterfowl use and polar bear denning areas, January-December;
(Leffingwell Cabin, a National Historic Site, is located on Flaxman Island);

(11) the Jones Island Group (Pingok, Spy, and Leavitt Islands) and Pole Island are known
polar bear denning areas, November-April; and

(12) the Sagavanirktok River delta, January-December.

These areas are among areas of special biological and cultural sensitivity to be considered in the OSCP
required by 30 CFR 250.300. Lessees are advised that they have the primary responsibility for
identifying these areas in their OSCP’s and for providing specific protective measures. Additional
areas of special biological and cultural sensitivity may be identified during review of exploration plans
and development and production plans.

Industry should consult with FWS or State of Alaska personnel to identify specific environmentally
sensitive areas within National Wildlife Refuges or State special areas which should be considered
when developing a project-specific OSCP.

Consideration should be given in an OSCP as to whether use of dispersants is an appropriate defense in the
vicinity of an area of special biological and cultural sensitivity. Lessees are advised that prior approval
must be obtained before dispersants are used.

No. 12 — Information on Coastal Zone Management. MMS advises lessees that under the Coastal Zone
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1451 et. seq., Section 307), as amended, a State with an approved Coastal
Zone Management (CZM) Plan reviews certain OCS activities to determine whether they will be conducted
in a manner consistent with their approved CZM plan. This review authority is applicable to activities
described in OCS exploration plans and development and production plans that affect any land or water use
or natural resource within the State’s coastal zone. Generally, the MMS may not issue a permit for
activities described in a plan unless the State concurs or is conclusively presumed to have concurred that
the plan is consistent with its CZM plan. In cases where concurrence is not given or presumed, the matter
may be appealed to the Secretary of Commerce.

The Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration revised the regulations
at 15 CFR 930 implementing the Federal consistency provisions of the Coastal Zone Management Act
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effective January 8, 2001. These revised regulations were published in the Federal Register on December
8, 2000, at 65 FR 77124, et. seq.

The Alaska Coastal Management Plan includes Statewide standards found in 6 AAC 80 and enforceable
policies found within approved coastal district programs. For the Beaufort Sea OCS mineral lease sales,
the enforceable policies of the North Slope Borough Coastal Management Program and the Statewide
standards are applicable.

No. 13 - Information on Navigational Safety. Operations on some of the blocks offered for lease may be
restricted by designation of fairways, precautionary zones, anchorages, safety zones, or traffic separation
schemes established by the USCG pursuant to the Ports and Waterways Safety Act (33 U.S.C. 1221 et
seq.), as amended. Lessees are encouraged to contact the USCG regarding any identified restrictions. The
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permits are required for construction of any artificial islands, installations,
and other devices permanently or temporarily attached to the seabed located on the OCS in accordance with
Section 4(e) of the OCSLA, as amended.

For additional information, prospective bidders should contact the U.S. Coast Guard, 17th Coast Guard
District, P.O. Box 3-5000, Juneau, Alaska 99802, (907) 586-7355. For Corps of Engineers information,
prospective bidders should contact U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alaska District, Regulatory Branch
(1145b), P.O. Box 898, Anchorage, Alaska 99506-0898, (907) 753-2724.

No. 14 - Information on Offshore Pipelines. Lessees are advised that the Department of the Interior
and the Department of Transportation have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding, dated
December 10, 1996, concerning the design, installation, and maintenance of offshore pipelines. See
also CFR 250.1000(c)(1). Bidders should consult both departments for regulations applicable to
offshore pipelines. Copies of the MOU are available from the MMS Internet site and the MMS Alaska
OCS Region.

No. 15 - Information on Discharge of Produced Waters. Lessees are advised that the State of
Alaska prohibits discharges of produced waters on State tracts within the ten-meter depth contour.
Discharges of produced waters into marine waters are subject to conditions of National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permits issued by the EPA, and may also include a zero-discharge
requirement on Federal tracts within the ten-meter contour.

No. 16 - Information on Use of Existing Pads and Islands. During the review and approval process
for exploration and development and production plans, MMS will encourage lessees to use existing
pads and islands wherever feasible.

Summary of the Effectiveness of the ITL Clauses. The effectiveness of the above ITL clauses
varies. The primary purpose or focus of all of these ITL clauses is to provide the lessee with
information about the requirements or mitigation required by other Federal and State agencies. The
ITL clauses themselves provide no mitigation. However, the regulations and mitigation required by
the other agencies are effective and do lower potential adverse impacts from proposed oil and gas
activities. To the extent that the ITL clauses enlighten lessees and their contractors to these mitigative
measures, then the ITL clauses also may be considered effective.

Il.LH.4. Other Information to Lessee Clauses Developed for
Consideration in this EIS

No. 17 - Information to Lessees on Archaeological and Geological Hazards Reports and Surveys.
Lessees are referred to the regulations at 30 CFR 250.194, Archacological Reports and Surveys, and 30
CFR 250.203(b)(1)(ix) for geologic hazard surveys and reports. Following is a list of specific blocks in the
Beaufort Sea Planning Area on which an archaeological resource may exist and for which an
archaeological report will be required.

OPD: NR 05-01, Dease Inlet: Blocks: 6604-6606, 6654-6657, 6704-6709, 6754-6761, 6804-6812,
6856-6864, 6909-6915, 6960-6969, 7011-7023, 7062-7073, 7113-7123
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OPD: NR 05-02, Harrison Bay North; Blocks: 7001-7007, 7051-7059, 7101-7112
OPD: NR 05-03, Teshekpuk: Blocks: 6015-6024, 6067-6072

OPD: NR 05-04, Harrison Bay: Blocks: 6001-6015, 6052-6066, 6106-6115, 6157-6168, 6208-
6223, 6258-6274, 6309-6324, 6360-6374, 6410-6424, 6461-6471, 6513-6519, 6565-6566

OPD: NR 06-03, Beechey Point: Blocks: 6202-6207, 6251-6257, 6301-6308, 6351-6361, 6401-
6417, 6456-6469, 6509-6520, 6561-6570, 6612-6614, 6616, 6618-6623, 6664-6674, 6717-6724,
6768-6771, 6819-6822, 6870-6871

OPD: NR 06-04, Flaxman Island: Blocks: 6651, 6701-6702, 6751-6754, 6802-6808, 6857-6860,
6910-6912, 6920-6924, 6961-6974, 7013-7022, 7066-7070, 7118-7119

OPD: NR 07-03, Barter Island: Blocks: 6853-6855, 6901-6909, 6958-6960, 7010-7011, 7061-
7063, 7113-7114

OPD: NR 07-05, Demarcation Point: Blocks: 6016-6017, 6067-6069, 6118-6120, 6169-6170,
6222-6223, 6273-6275, 6324-6325

The regulations at 30 CFR 250.203(b)(1)(ix) require a shallow hazards report be included in all Exploration
Plans (EPs) or Development and Production Plans (DPPs) at the time they are submitted to MMS for
completeness review. In addition, for the blocks listed above, lessees must include a final archaeological
resources report as required by 30 CFR 250.194 as part of any EP or DPP submitted to MMS for
completeness review. Lessees are encouraged to combine surveys whenever feasible. The MMS will not
consider a plan complete or initiate the regulatory review process without these documents.

Lessees may not set a drilling or production facility on location until MMS has approved an EP or DPP.
Lessees are advised that seasonal constraints may prevent the following from occurring in the same year:
collection of required data, obtaining of any necessary permits and coastal consistency certification, and the
initiation of operations including mobilization and set down of the facility at location. Lessees are
encouraged to plan accordingly.

Summary of the Effectiveness of the ITL Clause No. 17 - Information to Lessees on Archaeological
and Geological Hazards Reports and Surveys. The primary purpose or focus of all of these ITL clauses
is to provide the lessee with information about the requirements to protect potential prehistoric and historic
archaeological sites. The ITL clause provide no mitigation; however, it does enlighten lessees and their
contractors to the existence of regulations, and that reports and surveys will be required as part of their
exploration and development plans when they are submitted. The existing laws and regulation provide
mitigation for archaeological sites through the identification of potential sites and recommend avoidance
when possible.

11.H.5. Other ITL Clauses Considered in this EIS

During the preparation of the draft EIS, the MMS evaluated the merits of adding an ITL clause to
encourage lessees to consider noise-abatement methods, if needed, to reduce activity noise that may occur
during and in the vicinity of the whale migration. However, no one commented on the merits of such an
ITL, either in the hearings or through written comments. While lessees and operators may choose to
incorporate noise-abatement techniques into their facility and equipment designs, the MMS did not find any
merit in developing a mitigating measure or requirement at this time. This type of requirement may be
considered and evaluated later during the environmental assessment of exploration and development plans.

L1 Description of the Agency-Preferred Alternative

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Council on Environmental Quality regulations require an
agency-preferred alternative be identified in the final EIS. The MMS has reviewed our analysis of the
alternatives in the EIS, comments received on the draft EIS, and other pertinent information and developed
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the MMS Agency-Preferred Alternative. The MMS Agency-Preferred Alternative is the Proposal for
Alternative I, the 2002 -2007 program area with 5 standard stipulations, 2 optional stipulations, 16 standard
ITL clauses, and one optional ITL Clause.

Stipulation No. 1 - Protection of Biological Resources

Stipulation No. 2 - Orientation Program

Stipulation No. 3 - Transportation of Hydrocarbons

Stipulation No. 4 - Industry Site-Specific Bowhead Whale-Monitoring Program

Stipulation No. 5 - Conflict Avoidance Mechanisms to Protect Subsistence Whaling and Other
Subsistence Activities

Stipulation No. 7 - Pre-Booming Requirements for Fuel Transfers

Stipulation No. 8 - Lighting of Structures to Minimize Effects to Spectacled and Steller’s Eiders]

ITL No. 1 - Information on Community Participation in Operations Planning

ITL No. 2 - Information on Kaktovikmiut Guide /n this Place

ITL No. 3 - Information on Nuigsutmiut Paper

ITL No. 4 - Information on Bird and Marine Mammal Protection

ITL No. 5 - Information to Lessees on River Deltas

ITL No. 6 - Information on Endangered Whales and the MMS Monitoring Program

ITL No. 7 - Information on the Availability of Bowhead Whales for Subsistence-Hunting Activities
ITL No. 8 - Information on High-Resolution Geological and Geophysical Survey Activity

ITL No. 9 - Information on Polar Bear Interaction

ITL No. 10 - Information on the Spectacled Eider and the Steller’s Eider

ITL No. 11 - Information on Sensitive Areas to be Considered in Oil-Spill-Contingency Plans

ITL No. 12 - Information on Coastal Zone Management

ITL No. 13 - Information on Navigational Safety

ITL No. 14 - Information on Offshore Pipelines

ITL No. 15 - Information on Discharge of Produced Waters

ITL No. 16 - Information on Use of Existing Pads and Islands

ITL No. 17 - Information to Lessees on Archaeology and Geological Hazards Reports and Surveys

analyzes effects on the 16 different resource categories in by alternative and by sale.
through IV.H are general topics common to all resources. [Section IV.I gnalyzes the effects of a low-

probability, very large oil spill. §ectlon V|discusses the effects of cumulative impacts as defined by NEPA.
[ection V.Clanalyzes the cumulative effects on the same 16 resources.

escribes the Mitigating Measures that are incorporated as part of this Agency-Preferred
Alternative. Standard Stipulations are described in Eection IL.H. Il and Other Stipulations Developed for
Consideration in the EIS are described in[Sections II.H.2.4 through Section IL.H.2.c. Standard ITL’s are
described in and other ITL Clauses Considered in the EIS are described in Section[ITLH.4.]

Adopting specific stipulations and ITL’s provides environmental protection to minimize the environmental
effects. The Agency-Preferred Alternative is almost the same as Alternative I, a separate analysis is not
included, because it basically would repeat the entire Alternative I analysis. We suggest interested readers
review summary [tables 11.A-4,JIL.A-5,land nd the summary of the effectiveness of Stipulations No. 7 and
No. 8 and ITL No. 17 in[Sections II.H.2[and[[I.H.4. If the reader wan ditional information, it can be

found in the full analysis of effects by resource in[Sections TV.Cland

This information is provided to meet the Council on Environmental Quality regulations and should not be
considered as the final decision or as approval of the project. The MMS will develop its final Record of
Decision for Sale 186 following the distribution of the final EIS and the Proposed Notice of Sale. The final
decision(s) for Sales 186, 195, and 202 and supporting rationale may be different than the Agency-
Preferred Alternative.

If the Secretary of the Interior decides to proceed with each of the sales (186, 195, and 202), by not
choosing Alternative II - No Lease Sale, the Secretary may choose one, all, some combination, or part of
the deferral options to comprise the final Notice for Sale 186. The Secretary will have the full suite of
options available for Sales 195 and 202 when those decisions are made in 2005 and 2007, respectively.
The Secretary may choose the same options selected for Sale 186 or different options.
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lll. Description of the Affected Environment

In this section, we describe the environment that the proposed leasing action and the alternatives would
affect. This description of the affected environment is supplemented by other EIS’s that describe the
existing environment for the Beaufort Sea and North Slope area. This includes the final EIS’s for Sales BF
and 71 (USDOI, BLM, Alaska OCS Office, 1979, 1982) and 87, 97, 124, 144, and 170 (USDOI, MMS,
1984, 1987, 1990a, 1996a, 1998), which are incorporated by reference. Included also are information in
the EIS’s for the Northstar Development Project (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1999) and the Liberty
Development Project (USDOI, MMS, Alaska OCS Region, 2002a). Summaries of these descriptions,
supplemented by additional material, as cited, follow.

A. PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE BEAUFORT SEA
PLANNING AREA

The following six resource categories describe the physical environment:
¢ Geology

¢ Climate and Meteorology

e Oceanography

* Sealce

¢ Chemical Oceanography and Water Quality

e Air Quality

HL.AA. Geology

lll.LA1.a. Petroleum Geology of the North Slope Province

Past Petroleum Activities. The North Slope of Alaska is a rich petroleum province with 24 producing oil
fields, including Prudhoe Bay, the largest field ever discovered in North America Current
estimates by the State of Alaska report that original North Slope oil reserves were 19.2 billion barrels (State
of Alaska, Dept. of Natural Resources, 2000), of which 13 billion barrels has been carried through the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline System to outside markets since 1977. Industry has estimated that another 5 billion
barrels of oil could be found in satellite fields near present North Slope infrastructure. Oil production from
northern Alaska is transported south through the 800-mile Trans-Alaska Pipeline to Valdez, Alaska where
it is loaded on marine tankers bound for the U.S. West Coast and Pacific Rim markets. After reaching a
peak in 1988 at slightly more than 2.0 million barrels per day, the present production from fields in
northern Alaska is approximately 1.0 million barrels per day. Although discovered natural gas resources
total nearly 35 trillion cubic feet, gas has not been exported from the North Slope because there is no gas-
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transportation system. Numerous proposals are being considered to commercialize the natural gas in
northern Alaska; however, it is unlikely that North Slope gas will be delivered to markets before 2008.

Exploration of northern Alaska dates back to the 1920’s in the Brooks Range foothills in areas now
included in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. The first significant oil discovery was at Umiat in
1946 during the Navy drilling program. The first competitive lease sale on Federal land was held in 1958
by the Bureau of Land Management near the Umiat (oil) and Gubik (gas) discoveries in the southeastern
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. The first competitive lease sale for State lands on the North Slope
was held in 1964, and a series of major discoveries were made in the next few years (Prudhoe Bay in 1968,
Kuparuk in 1969, Milne Point in 1970). Since then, the State of Alaska has held 35 sales on the North
Slope and nearshore Beaufort Sea. Full-scale oil production began in 1977 after the completion of the
pipeline.

The first offshore lease sale was held in 1979, offering nearshore State and Federal tracts in the Beaufort
Sea. As a result of this sale, several large oil fields were discovered, including Endicott/Duck Island (582
million barrels), Seal Island/Northstar (175 million barrels), Niakuk (115 million barrels), and Tern/Liberty
(120 million barrels). Endicott was the first offshore facility constructed in the Beaufort Sea, and
production started there in 1987. Northstar is the second production facility located offshore; it began
production in late 2001. Liberty was expected to be the third offshore facility, but it has been suspended.
All of these offshore fields are produced from manmade gravel islands in relatively shallow water (less
than 40 feet).

Following the initial discoveries in the nearshore Beaufort Sea, a series of offshore lease sales were held by
the Federal Government beginning in 1982. In Sale 71 (1982), bonus bids totaling $2.067 billion reflected
industry expectations for the Beaufort Sea, particularly for the Mukluk Prospect in Harrison Bay. A single
dry well on Mukluk condemned this large prospect and was a severe blow to hopes of finding another
Prudhoe Bay-sized field offshore. Five more Federal OCS lease sales have been held (Sale 87 in 1984;
Sale 97 in 1988; Sale 124 in 1991; Sale 144 in 1996; Sale 170 in 1999), resulting in a total of 688 tracts
leased for $3.6 billion . Thirty exploration wells were drilled to test 20 prospects on
Federal tracts in the Beaufort Sea Planning Area. Nine exploration wells are listed as “capable of
producing in paying quantities,” and five fields have been considered for commercial development
(Northstar, Sandpiper, Hammerhead, Kuvlum, and Liberty). With the exception of Northstar and Liberty,
all other discoveries were considered noncommercial and the tracts were relinquished. After more than 2
decades of leasing and exploration in the Beaufort Sea, production has just begun from Federal OCS tracts
(Northstar).

l.A.1.b. Geologic History

Northern Alaska has a geologic history spanning hundreds of millions of years [Figure III.A-3). Several
tectonic episodes have rearranged the configuration of geologic basins and produced conditions favorable
to forming oil and gas pools. Large structural features are now concealed beneath the nearly flat coastal
plain and offshore continental shelf A discussion of the geologic history of the Beaufort
Shelf is contained in Grantz and May (1982); Craig, Sherwood, and Johnson (1985); and Hubbard, Edrich,
and Rattey (1987). In middle to late Devonian time, a mountain-building event (orogeny) deformed and
metamorphosed Precambrian to early Paleozoic strata grouped into the Franklinian sequence[(Figure TILA-]

These rocks generally form the basement complex for both seismic data (no coherent seismic signals)
and economic potential (no prospective reservoirs). In some areas on the eastern Beaufort shelf, however,
the Franklinian sequence is less deformed and could hold oil/gas pools.

From Late Devonian to Jurassic time, sediments were shed southward from a northern highland onto a
south-facing continental shelf. Nonmarine sediments of the Endicott Group, marine carbonates of the
Lisburne Group, clastics of the Sadlerochit group, and carbonates and clastics of the Shublik and Sag River

formations are grouped into the Ellesmerian Sequence [(Figure I11.A-3).

In mid-Jurassic time, the old continental margin began to uplift and break apart (rift) along a trend roughly
parallel to the present Beaufort Sea coastline. The northern landmass moved away from Alaska leaving
behind the present Arctic Ocean basin. Uplift associated with the rift event eroded the Ellesmerian
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sequence and resulted in regional unconformities that are key elements in many of the North Slope oil and
gas fields A series of fault-bounded rift basins became local depocenters for sediments of
the Kingak and Kuparuk formations. These strata are grouped into the Rift Sequence (MMS terminology)
and are equivalent to the Beaufortian Sequence of Hubbard, Edrich, and Rattey (1987)|iFiéure II1.A-3 b

Coincident with continental rifting, tectonic activity began in the area of the Brooks Range to the south.
The ancestral Brooks Range was formed from older terranes pushed northward. The mountain belt shed
sediments to the north into a deep geologic basin (Colville basin[Figure TILA-4)} The Colville basin
formed as an east-west trough parallel to the orogenic belt and was filled with deltaic and marine strata
during Cretaceous time. These clastic strata are grouped into the Brookian sequence The
lower part of the sequence contains a thick sequence of deepwater shales and turbidite sands assigned to the

Torok Formation. The upper part of the deltaic sequence contains shallow marine to nonmarine sediments
assigned to the Nanushuk and Colville groups

By mid-Cretaceous time, seafloor spreading fully opened the arctic oceanic basin flanking Alaska to the
north. The Beaufort continental margin was defined by a series of down-to-the-north faults along a
regional flexure informally called the “Hinge Line” that marks the transition from continental crust (older
sedimentary rocks) to oceanic crust (younger volcanic rocks). A broad basement ridge (the Barrow Arch)
separates the Colville basin in the south and the continental margin facing the present-day Arctic Ocean
The Barrow Arch trends roughly parallel to the modern Beaufort Sea coastline from the
Canning River westward into the Chukchi Sea. The majority of North Slope fields lie along the crest of the
Barrow Arch, because it acted as a focal point for oil migration from surrounding geologic basins.

By late Cretaceous time, sediments of the Brookian Sequence prograded across the Barrow Arch and began
to fill the fault-bounded basins on the continental margin. In late Cretaceous and Tertiary time, the basins
were progressively filled in a generally northeastward direction. Rapid deposition from delta systems
produced large-scale gravity faults that trend subparallel to the present continental shelf break.

From early Tertiary time to the present, orogenic activity in the Brooks Range moved northward. By the
mid-Tertiary, structural deformation reached the eastern Beaufort shelf and produced the complex
structural features from Camden Bay to the northern Yukon province.

ll.LA1.c. Coastal Physiography

The Arctic Coastal Plain is a vast, low-angle sloping plain that extends north from the Brooks Range to the
Beaufort Sea. It varies in width from about 105 miles (170 kilometers) in the central coast to its narrowest
near the border with Canada, where the Brooks Range is only about 10 miles (16 kilometers) from the
coast. This tundra-covered, frozen plain exhibits many permafrost features such as pingos, ice wedges,
thaw lakes, and patterned ground. Rivers dissect the plain and form deltas along the coast, the largest being
the Colville Delta. Deltas contain features such as distributary channels, small islands, barrier bars, spits,
and lagoons. Typical coastal features include bluffs, terraces, wave-cut cliffs, and beach ridges.

Across the Beaufort Sea coast, average rates of erosion vary from 1.5-4.7 meters per year (5-15.4 feet per
year) (see USDOI, MMS, Alaska OCS Region, 2002a:Figure VI.C-2), and short-term rates of 30 meters
(98 feet) per year have been measured (Hopkins and Hartz, 1978a). Wave action and thermokarst erosion
lead to generally higher erosion rates on bluffs, headlands, and coastal segments consisting of fine-grained
and permafrost material. River deltas are prograding features and do not show any net erosion.

.A.1.d. Offshore Shallow Geology

Shallow geological and geophysical data provide information about marine geology, archaeology,
geotechnical and engineering considerations, and the substrate for critical biological habitats on the outer
continental shelf. These data also provide invaluable insight into past climate and sea levels. The term
“shallow” usually means a depth from the seafloor to about 1,000 feet (300 meters), which normally
includes Pleistocene and Holocene sediments of the Quaternary Period. In the following discussion,
shallow geological data include maps, diagrams of cross-sections and boreholes, and data from rock or
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sediment samples; the geophysical data are mainly high-resolution seismic-reflection records from
instruments such as side-scan sonars (aerial-type views), fathometers, subbottom profilers, boomers, mini-
sparkers, and air- or waterguns (all cross-sectional records with variable power, penetration, and
resolution).

Previous Work: The Beaufort Sea area is one of most studied shelves in the world. The most recent
studies have been primarily for the oil and gas industry, but a great abundance of older publications on the
Beaufort Sea describe the regional and shallow geology (Dinter, Carter, and Brigham-Grette, 1990; Craig,
Sherwood, and Johnson, 1985). Older but very exhaustive information also is found in research reports by
the U.S. Geological Survey in specific areas or on specific objectives (Barnes, Rearic, and Reimnitz, 1985;
Barnes, McDowell, and Reimnitz, 1977, 1978; Barnes and Reimnitz, 1974, 1979; Barnes, Schell, and
Reimnitz, 1984; Black, 1964; Boucher, Reimnitz, and Kempema, 1980; Bruggers and England, 1979;
Dinter, 1982, 1985; Dunton, Reimnitz, and Schonberg, 1982; Grantz et al., 1980, 1982; Grantz and Dinter,
1980; Grantz, Dinter, and Biswas, 1983; Grantz and Eittreim, 1979; Greenberg, Hart, and Grantz, 1981;
Hopkins and Hartz, 1978a; Hopkins, 1967; Hunter and Hobson, 1974; Reimnitz et al., 1980, 1982;
Reimnitz and Bruder, 1972; Reimnitz, Graves, and Barnes, 1985; Reimnitz and Kempema, 1982a,b;
Reimnitz and Maurer, 1978a; Reimnitz, Rodeick, and Wolf, 1974; Reimnitz and Ross, 1979; Reimnitz,
Toimil, and Barnes, 1978; Rodeick, 1979; Rogers and Morack, 1978; and Wolf, Reimnitz, and Barnes,
1985).

The Bureau of Land Management and, subsequently, the Minerals Management Service’s Outer
Continental Shelf Environmental Assessment Program, funded many geological and geophysical studies of
the Beaufort Sea (Aagaard, 1981; Barnes and Reiss, 1981; Barnes, 1981; Barnes and Hopkins, 1978;
Barnes and Rearic, 1983, 1985, 1986; Barnes, Rearic, and Reimnitz, 1983; Barnes and Reimnitz, 1980;
Barry, 1979; Biswas and Gedney, 1978, 1979; Briggs, 1983; Brower, Searby, and Wise, 1977; Cannon,
1981; Dunton and Schonberg, 1983; Harrison and Osterkamp, 1981; Hartz and Hopkins, 1980; Hopkins
and Hartz, 1978b; Hopkins, 1981; Hunter and Reiss, 1983; Kempema, 1983; Lewbel 1984; Naidu et al.,
1982; Osterkamp and Harrison, 1978a,b; Osterkamp and Payne, 1981; Phillips et al., 1985a,b; Phillips and
Reiss, 1983a,b; Pritchard, 1978; Reimnitz, Barnes, and Phillips, 1983; Reimnitz et al., 1979; Reimnitz and
Maurer, 1978b; Reimnitz, Ross, and Barnes, 1979; Rogers and Morack, 1981, 1982; Sellman, Neave, and
Chamberlain, 1981; Stringer, 1982; and Wolf, Barnes, and Reimnitz, 1983).

Industry also has collected site-specific geological data (Miller, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999; Harding Lawson
Assocs., 1981a, 1985, 1988; Woodward-Clyde Consultants, 1981, 1982; EBA Engineering Inc., 1991,
1996; Dames and Moore, 1983a,b, 1985a,b, 1993; Fairweather E&P Services, 1997a,b; ENSR Consulting
and Engineering, 1990; Northern Technical Services, 1985) and geophysical data (Arctic Geoscience, Inc.,
1997; Blanchet et al., 2000; Coastal Frontiers Corporation, 1996, 1997, 1998a,b,c, 1999; Comap
Geophysical Surveys, 1983, 1985a,b; Dames and Moore, 1983a,b,c, 1984, 1985a,b,c; Deepsea
Development Services (SAIC), 1993, 1994; Fairweather E&P Services, 1997; Fugro-McClelland, 1990,
1992; Harding Lawson Associates, 1981, 1983, 1985, 1988; LGL Ecological Research Assocs., Inc., 1998;
McClelland-EBA Inc., 1986; Northern Technical Services, 1985a,b; Pelagos Corporation, 1987, 1990a,b,c;
and Watson Company, 1998, 1999) for geologic hazards analysis (Thurston, Choromanski, and Crandall,
1999). These industry data sets, illustrated il’{ Figure III.A-5|, have been combined into a public GIS
database (USDOI, MMS, 2002b).

HLA.1.d(1) Quaternary Geological History

The Quaternary geological history of most of Alaska (approximately the last 2 million years) generally
reflects the advance and retreat of large glaciers and the direct effects of glacial processes. However, in the
Beaufort Sea area, glaciers 